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two countries are withdrawn from Spain; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

3465. By Mr. JARRETI': Petition ot :Mary W. Eccles and 
other ladies of Sharon, Pa., urging-enforcement of Neutrality 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. · 

3466. By Mr. CLASON: Petition of Jerome J. Doyle and 
other residents of Springfield, Mass~. for the abolition of the 
privately owned Federal Reserve System and to restore to 
Congress its constitutional right to coin and issue money, and 
regulate the value thereof; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. -

3467. By Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey: Petition signed by 
approximately 90 residents of Allendale and Ramsey, N. J., 
protesting against any increase of taxes on foods of any de
scription; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3468. By the SPEAKER: Petition of William Dudley Pelley, 
of Asheville, N. c., with reference to the Silver Legion; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

3469. Also, petition of the Lake County Industrial Union 
Council, East cpicago, Ind., with reference to taxation; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3470. Also, petition of the Wyoming County Farm and 
Home Bureau Association, Gainesville, N. Y., with reference 
to their resolution concerning wage and hour bill; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

3471. Also, petition of the Producers' Council, Inc., New 
York, N.Y., with reference to their resolution passed Novem
ber 19, 1937, with reference to the National Housing Act; to 
the Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 1, 1937 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, Nove~ber 16, 1937) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of 
the recess. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 

the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen
dar day Tuesday, November 30, 1937, was dispensed wit~ 
and the Journal was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the 

roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Adams Chavez Johnson, Calif. 
Andrews Clark Johnson, Colo. 
Ashurst Connally King 
Austin Copeland La Follette 
Bailey Davis Lee 
Bankhead Dieterich Lodge 
Barkley Donahey Logan 
Berry Ellender Lonergan 
Bilbo Frazier Lundeen 
Borah George McAdoo 
Bridges Gerry McCarran 
Brown, Mich. Gibson McGill 
Brown, N.H. Gillette McKellar 
Bulkley Glass McNary 
Bulow Graves Maloney 
Burke Green Moore 
Byrd Hale Norris 
Byrnes Harrison Nye 
Capper Hayden O'Mahoney 
Caraway Hitchcock Overton 

Pepper 
Pittman 
Pope 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard 
Ship stead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas. Utah 
Townsend 
_Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Va.nNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wbite 

Mr. BARKLEY. I announce that the junior Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. HoLT], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
HuGHES], and the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
REYNOLDS] are absent because of illness. 

The senior Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] is 
absent because of a death in his family. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. BoNEl, the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. DUFFY], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. GUFFEY], the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HATcH], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HERRINcJ, the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. LEWISl, the Senator from Indiana ~Mr. 

MINToN], the junior Senator from Montana rMr. MURRAY], 
the senior Senator from West .Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the 
Senator from Maryland rMr. RADcLIFFE], and the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN] are necessarily detained from 
the Senate. 

· The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mn.LERl is detained on 
important public business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-nine Senators 
having answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS] is recognized. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I yield for 

the purpose of the transaction of morning business. 
PETITIONS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a 
resolution unanimously adopted by Philippines Post, No. 
1164, American Legion (Kings County), Brooklyn, N. Y., 
favoring the enactment of legislation admitting Filipino 
World War veterans to unconditional American citizenship, 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by 
Local No. 161, Transport Workers' Union of America, Phila
delphia, Pa., favoring the enactment of the wage and hour 
bill and other social legislation, and protesting against 
lay-offs of workers in the Philadelphia area, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. COPELAND presented the petition of members of 
Lodge No. 391, American Federation of Government Em
ployees, Buffalo, N. Y., praying for the enactment of the 
so-called Flannery bill, being the bill <H. R. 6587) to ex
tend the provisions of the civil-service laws to certain posi
tions in the Department of the Treasury, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Civil Service. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by New York City 
Chapter of the National LawYers Guild, favoring continuance 
of the public-works and relief program of the past 4 years in 
cooperation with State and local governments so as to care 
for the employment of surplus workers, which was referred 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani

mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 
<Mr. CoPELAND introduced Senate bill 3073, which was re

ferred to the Committee on Commerce, and appears under a 
separate heading.) 

By Mr. McNARY: 
A bill (S. 3074) granting an increase of pension to Jessie 

L. Kilgore <with accompanying papers); to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By Mr. SCHWARTZ: 
A bill <S. 3075) to provide for the extension of time of 

segregation and reclamation in Wyoming segregation units, 
under the Carey Act; to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
A bill <S. 3076) granting a pension to William Andrew 

Johnson; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
A bill <S. 3077) for the relief of Katie Walter; to the Com

mittee on Claims. 
REGULATION OF POISONOUS DRUGS 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, it will be recalled that, 
because of the great number of deaths resulting from the ad
ministration of elixir of sulfanilamide, the Senate requested 
the Department of Agriculture to submit a report. That 
report has been submitted, and, in accordance with the rec
ommendation, I ask consent to introduce a bill to safeguard 
the public health as menaced by such poisons. The bill is 
known as S. 3073. Copies of it are available for any who are1 
interested in the matter. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the bill 
will be received and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

The bill (S. 3073) to safeguard the public health was read 
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Com
merce. 
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AGRICULTURAL RELIEF-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BANKHEAD (for himself and Mr. RUSSELL) sub
mitted an amendment intended to be proposed by them to 
the bill (S. 2787) to provide an adequate and balanced flow 
of the major agricultural commodities in interstate and for .. 
eign commerce, and for other purposes, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY (for himself, Mr. ScHWARTZ, Mr. ADAMS, 
and Mr. JoHNSON of Colorado) submitted an amendment in
tended to be proposed by them to Senate bill 2787, the agri
cultural relief bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 

NATIONAL BITUMINOUS COAL COMMISSION 
Mr. KING submitted a resolution (S. Res. 202), which was 

ordered to lie on the table, as follows: 
Whereas the Bituminous Coal Act of 1937 provided that all 

employees of the National Bituminous Coal Commission, with cer
tain exceptions enumerated therein, shall be appointed and their 
compensation fixed in a-ecordance with the provisions of the civil
service laws and the Classification Act of 1923, as amended; and 

Whereas it has been alleged that the National Bituminous Coal 
Commission has fiagrantly violated the provisions of the civil
service laws with respect to the employment of personnel; and 

Whereas it has been alleged that in many cases the compensa
tion of the employees of the Commission has not been fixed in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of law; and 
. Whereas it . is alleged that the Commission has not properly 

funct.ioned; that controversies and contentions among the mem
bers thereof have prevented the adoption of suitable and neces
sary policies, to the injury of the industry and the public; that 
the administrative expenses of the Commission have been ·exces
sive; that the number- of employees has been entirely to.o great; 
that the compensation paid some has been unjusti~ed; tha~ many 
employees have been transferred and ·retransferred from · various 
points at great expense and without any good or sufficient reason 
therefor; and 

Whereas certain other allegations have been made with respect 
to the administration of the Bituminous Coal Act of 1937 which 
warrant an investigation: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That a special committee of three Senators, to be 
appointed by the President of the Senate, is authorized and 
directed to make a full and complete investigation of the Bitumi
nous Coal Commission with a view to determining, among other 
things, (1) the number of employees of the Bituminous Coal 
Commissiol) employed without regard to the civil-service laws, (2) 
whether any such appointments have been made in violation of 
the civil-service laws, and, if so, to what extent, (3) the methods 
and means, if any, used to circumvent the provisions of the civil
service laws in making appointments, (4) the number of em
ployees, if any, the compensation of which has been fixed contrary 
to the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, and (5) whether 
there has been any misconduct or incompetence on the part of tL.e 
Commissioners in carrying out the purposes and provisions of the 
Bituminous Coal Act of 1937. The committee so appointed shall 
report to the Senate, at the earliest practicable date, the results 
of its investigation, together with its recommendations. 

For the purposes of this resolution the committee is authorized 
to hold such hearings, to sit and act at such times and places 
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned periods of the Senate 
in the Seventy-fifth Congress, to employ such clerical and other 
assistants, to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, docu
ments, and other records, to administer such oaths, to. take such 
testimony, and to make such expenditures as · it deems advisable. 
The cost .of stenographic services to report such hearings shall 
not be in excess of 25 cents per hundred words. The expenses of 
the committee, which · shall not exceed $500, shall be paid from 
the contingent !und of the Senate upon vouchers approved by 
the chairman. 

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGs-PENSIONS TO CML-WAR 
WIDOWS 

Mr. McGTI..L submitted the following resolution <S. Res. 
203) , which was referred to the Committee on Printing: 

Resolved, That, in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 
of the Printing Act, approved March 1, 1907, the Committee on 
Pensions be, and is hereby, authorized and empowered to have 
printed for its use 2,000 additional copies of the hearings held 
during the first session of the Seventy-fifth Congress before the 
Committee on Pensions of the Senate on the bill (S. 2219) 
granting pensions to certain widows of veterans of the Civil War. 

TEMPORARY LABORER 
Mr. BYRNES submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 

204), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby 1s authorized 
. and directed to employ a laborer to be paid !rom the contingent 

fund of the Senate at the rate of $1,380 per annum until other-
wise provided by law. · 

ONE HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF BIRTH OF ADMIRAL GEORGE 
DEWEY 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Okla
homa yield to me? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Vermont. · 

Mr. AUSTIN. I thank the Senator from Oklahoma for 
his courtesy. 

Mr. President, Vermont today commemorates the birth of 
Admiral George Dewey, which occurred 100 years ago, on 
December 26, at Montpelier, the capital of the State. 

The General Assembly of Vermont, at its last session 
adopted a joint resolution relating to the observance of th~ 
centenary of the birth of Admiral Dewey, which I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in the RECORD at the 
close of my remarks. 
: The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection it is 

so ordered. 
Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, George Dewey came of typi

cal Vermont stock. He attended Vermont schools, including 
Norwich University, of which our Representative in the other 

. branch of this Congress was at one time president. George 
Dewey obtained his higher education in the United States 
Naval Academy. He served in the Civil War, during .whiCh 
he was advanced in rank for meritorious conduct, and sub
sequently pursued an honorable but not eventful career, 
until he was approaching the . time for his retirement, when, 

, toward the close of 1897, for meritorious service, at the sug
gestion of Theodore Roosevelt, then AsSistant Secretary of 
the Navy, he was appointed .to. the. command of the Asiatic 
station. Not only was this a coveted station among naval 
officers but its strategic importance, in view of the Spanish 
possessions in the P~cific, challenged Dewey's superb leader
ship, now mature through a lifetime of conscientious training 
and service. As a farsighted man, Dewey perceived the 
possibility, the probability, indeed, of the United States being 
drawn into the . conflict over Cuban affairs, and the certainty 
of such an event precipitating a naval engagement in the 
Pacific. 

Revolution against Spanish rule had broken out in CUba 
in 1895; savage cruelty was employed on both sides, and 
propaganda for intervention by America fed the flames of 
indignation already started by the inhuman policy of herding 

· Cubans into concentration camps where disease and star
vation mowed them down as relentlessly as combatants are 
killed by gunfire. Excited by reputed "atrocities" and sym
pathizing with the "under dog" in its brave struggle for 
liberty, the Ame1ican people expressed their partisanship. 

During 2 years, approximately 40 filibustering expeditions 
were formed here to fight for Cuban independence. 

Commodore Dewey was aware of the tension in public 
opinion, which made neutrality almost impossible of con
tinuance. Moreover, he was well informed on the efforts 
of the administrations of both Cleveland and McKinley to . 
obtain a settlement of the Cuban question by peaceful 
means. 

Consequently his assignment, on November 30, 1897, to the 
command of the Asiatic Squadron stationed at Hong Kong 
was eagerly accepted. 

Commodore Dewey's confidence in the opportunity . for 
service was expressed in a letter to his sister at Montpelier, 
which contained the following: 
. I have seven men-of-war all ready for action. and should war 

}?e the word I ~elieve we will make short work of the Spanish 
reign in the Philippines. 

The brief story of swift development of the war spirit in 
1898 affords a laboratory case showing the responsibility of 
pub-lic opinion for the maintenance or breach of neutrality. 
In this very hour of anxiety the grave importance of poise, 
calmness, fairness, impartiality, vision, and righteousness on 
the part of the people, and especially on the part of those 
who addressed the people orally or in writing, is emphasized 
by the irresistible effect of popular waves of emotion upon 
our neutrality in 1898 . 
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America issued warnings and protests, as a result of which 

the policy of concentration was revoked by Spain and it 
appeared possible to compose the difficulty by independence 
for Cuba, or by cession to the United States. 

However, suddenly Old Glory was blown into pieces, which 
ultimately were to descend in far flung islands of the sea. 
The Maine was destroyed by a mine in Habana Harbor. 
Public opinion broke into cries for intervention. The 
roused feelings of the people could not be appeased by in
demnity; they clamored for atonement on the theory that 
American sailors had been murdered, and that the flag had 
been dishonored. 

Spain desired to avoid war with the United States and 
issued a declaration of armistice to Cuba. 

In calm retrospect it seems clear that had it not been 
for an inflamed public opinion, war could have been avoided. 
Nevertheless, not even that declaration of an armiStice could 
arrest the momentum of the emotional wave then sweeping 
the country. 

On April 24, 1898, Secretary of War Long cabled Dewey 
that war had begun between Spain and the United States 
and that he should-

Ptoceed at once to the ·Philippine Islands, commence opera
tions immediately, particularly against the Spanish fleet. You 
must capture or destroy vessels. Use utmost endeavors. 

Within a week Dewey sailed into Manila Bay with his gray 
squadron and gave the eventful command, "You may fire 
when ready, Gridley." 

In its journey that bright May day, the sun had traveled 
only half its course when it looked down on an un
precedented scene. The fleet of imperial Spain, which, the 
day before, had proudly ruled these waters, was twisted and 
torn metal, submerged, or reaching shattered arms aloft in 
grotesque futility; the fleet of free America afloat with no 
substantial injury to any ship, and not one American sailor 
killed, calmly assuming the responsibilities of victor and 
successor. 

The velocity of this onset never lost momentum; the 
speeding of the Oregon around Cape Horn under command 
of another Vermonter, Commander Charles E. Clark, the 
sinking of the Merrimac by Commander Richmond P. Hob
son, the carrying of the message to Garcia by Lieutenant 
Rowen, the victories of the Army under Gen. Joe Wheeler, 
the gallantry of the Rough Riders under Teddy Roosevelt, 
the destruction of Cervera's fleet in its 2 hours' running from 
Santiago Bay, high-lighted a war of only 10 weeks' duration. 

The naval victory in which Dewey was the commanding 
officer was so spectacular and timely that it not only lifted 
his fame to lofty heights of acclaim but it quickened a unity 
of the inhabitants of this continent to an entirely comfort
able and popular status for the first time in our history. 
Northerner and southerner, Democrat and Republican, vied 
in ardor with each other in those vivid days of '98 to rally 
to our flag in a war against tyranny and cruelty and for in
dependence and democracy. 

To free Cuba and to expel from this hemisphere the Old 
World system of colonization were ideals so intimately held 
and cherished that we Americans rushed into conflict with 
the zeal of a people protecting their own independence. Pa
triotic youngsters gaily marched down Main Street to the 
stimulating cadence of Sousa's Stars and Stripes Forever, 
while the crowd consolidated its position with the muttered 
slogan "Remember the Maine!" 

The Spanish-American War came quickly and ended 
quickly. It was entered upon rather lightheartedly, but its 
outcome brought tremendous burdens and responsibilities. 

A preliminary peace treaty was signed August 12, requiring 
relinquishment of Cuba, cession of Puerto Rico and Guam. 
and occupation by America of the city, harbor, and bay of 
Manila. 

Admiral Dewey had remained at his post in Manila, where 
his administrative ability, as well as his experience in mill-

tary operations, were needed and were employed by him with 
firmness and farsightedness. 

America enjoyed the hearty good will of England, but 
she suffered from the discomfiture of Germany, France, 
Italy, and Russia. Therefore she appeared bound to remain 
in the Orient, because, as Dewey cabled, the so-called Philip
pine Republic represented only a faction and was unable to 
keep order within its nominal jurisdiction, while Germany 
obviously desired to obtain "compensation'' in that quarter. 

On August 13, the day following the signing of the prelim
inary peace treaty and before Admiral Dewey had learned of 
it, Manila was besieged by the joint action of land and sea 
forces. Manila fell, and the Philippine problem arose to bur
den the United States for years to come. 

The final treaty of peace, ratified by the Senate of the 
United States on February 6, 1899, and signed by the Queen 
Regent of Spain on March 17, preserved the territorial 
arrangements made in the preliminary treaty and added 
thereto the cession to the United States of all the Philippine 
Islands on payment of $20,000,000 by the United States to 
Spain. 

The military significance of the Spanish War historically 
is its unique lack of any combined land and sea plan. The 
principal operations of the land forces were secondary to 
those of the Navy. The Navy dictated its plan of campaign 
to the Army. It taught the world that it is the height of 
Iisk for a nation to undertake to carry on a land campaign 
overseas without first having the mastery of its enemy upon 
the water. 

The most important political effect of the war was the 
great change in our world situation. We had entered the 
war on the popular slogans "For liberty," "For democracy," 
"For humanity," with no objective of territorial aggrandize
ment, and no intention to change our traditional attitude 
of independence, though not isolation. We emerged with 
such an aggrandizement of territory that we were invidiously 
charged with having reversed our foreign policy and adopted 
that of imperialism. We became a world power. .We be
came responsible for the domestic and international peace, 
good order, public health, education, and training for self
government of alien races remotely situated. 

Our determination to avoid entangling alliances and gen
erally to pursue the policy of nonintervention was reiterated 
then, as it is reiterated today. Nevertheless, we found it 
necessary, as a world power, to become a party to conven
tions and doctrines and policies which removed us from the 
position of isolation and increased the difficulty of maintain
ing our neutrality when other nations are at war. 

Today America's position in the Orient is more difficult 
than it would have been had she not taken on the responsi
bilities resulting from her intervention in the Cuban revo
lution. We suffer a greater hazard to our neutrality and 
our peace because' we not only carry the burden of conti
nental impartiality and defense from aggression, but we have 
assumed supervision of insular good behavior and the obli
gation to take up arms, if necessary, for the defense of this 
distant people who have been made our nationals. 

Vermont glorifies today the most conspicuous actor in 
that changing scene by pointing to the fact that our policy 
was not territorial aggrandizement and was not imperialism 
but that the empire wrested from Spain, largely through 
the distinguished service of Admiral George Dewey, is now 
well on its way to the endless possibilities of independence 
and of free institutions. The United States has encouraged 
and aided her dependents toward development, self-govern
ment, and self-support, with the grand object of complete 
autonomy for themselves. 

If these efforts continue to be successful, and if our na.:. 
tionals react to our altruistic purpose, the condition of 
humanity will be raised to a higher plane, the sacrifices we 
have made will have been worth while, and our dependents' 
progress will further justify the gratitude felt for the gal
lantry and distinguished ~trative service of Admiral 
Dewey. 
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(The following joint resolution of the General Assembly 

of Vermont was ordered printed at the conclusion of Sena
tor AusTIN's remarks:) 
Joint resolution relating to the observance of the centenary of the 

birth of Admiral Dewey 
Whereas the centenary of the birth of Admiral George Dewey 

falls on December 26, 1937; and 
Whereas Admiral Dewey was educated in the schools of Mont

pelier and at Johnson Academy a.nd Norwich University before 
attending the United States Naval Academy at Annapolis; and 

Whereas he later became one of Vermont's most distinguished 
sons as a naval commander in two wars, whose exploits in the 
Spanish-American War placed this Nation definitely in the fore
front of naval powers of the world; and 

Whereas his whole caree:r in the service of his country and in his 
civil life provides a worthy example in citizenship and se:rvice for 
the youth of the State and Nation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate and house of representatives, That dur
ing the month of December 1937 the life ::md achievements of 
Admiral George Dewey be memorialized with proper ceremonies 
1n the schools of Vermont and that public observance of the cen
tenary of his birth be held in towns and cities of the State; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Governor be hereby authorized to appoint a 
commission of three persons, and designate the chairman thereof, 
to arrange for such ceremonies in the schools and in the towns 
and cities of the State, and that the persons therein appointed 
shall serve without pay but shall be reimbursad for necessary ex
penses · incurred in the performance of their duties on presenta
tion to the auditor of accounts of proper vouchers therefor; and 
be it futher 

Resolved, That the sum of $200 be hereby appropriated to the 
said commission for the purposes of this resolution . . 

MORTIMER R. PROCTOR, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Approved March 29, 1937. 

WM. H. WILLS, 
President of the Serwte. 

GEORGE D . .AIKEN, 
Governor. 

The Governor subsequently appointed a special commission com
posed of K. R. B. Flint, Montpelier; James F. Dewey, Quechee; and 
Dorman B. E. Kent, Montpelier. 

DOMINANT IDEAS OF THE CONSTITUTION-ADDRESS BY SENATOR 
BAILEY 

[Mr. WALSH asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the RECORD an address on the subject of Dominant Ideas of 
the Constitution, delivered by Senator BAILEY before the 
Economic Club at Worcester, Mass., on November 1, 1937, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

PREVENTION OF WAR-ADDRESS BY SENATOR SHIPSTEAD 
[Mr. SHIPSTEAD asked and obtained leave to have printed 

in the REcoRD a radio address delivered by him on November 
16, 1937, on the subject of Prevention of War, which appears 
in the Appendix. l · 

OUR NATIONAL FLAG-ADDRESS BY COL. A.M. EDWARDS 
[Mr. DAVIs asked and obtained leave to have printed in 

the RECORD an address entitled "Our American Flag," de
livered by Col. Arthur M. Edwards, retired, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF 
[Mr. PoPE asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 

RECORD two letters, one from the chief justice of the Supreme 
Court of the State of Idaho and one from the Govemor of 
the State of Idaho, relative to the unemployment situation, 
which appear in the Appendix.] 
NATIONAL WHEAT PROGRAM-WICHITA EAGLE EDITORIAL ON SPEECH 

OF SECRETARY WALLACE 
[Mr. McGILL asked and obtained leave to have printed in 

the RECORD an editorial entitled "Wallace's Speech,'' pub
lished in the Wichita <Kans.) Daily Eagle, November 24, 
1937, which appears in the Appendix.] 
NAZI MEETING IN NEW YORK-ARTICLE FROM NEW YORK EVENING 

POST 
[Mr. CLARK asked and obtained leave to have printed in 

the RECORD an article relative to a Nazi meeting in New 
York, published in the New York Evening Post of Tuesday, 
November 23, 1937, which appears in the Appendix.] 

DEBUNKING WAR PROMOTION-ADDRESS BY BOAKE CARTER 
[Mr. SmPSTEAD asked and obtained leave to have printed 

in the RECORD a radio address on the subject Debunking War 

Promotion, delivered by Boake Carter on October 18, 1937, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF 
The Senate resumed consideration of the bill (S. 2787) 

to provide an adequate and balanced fiow of the major agri
cultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Okla
homa yield to me to enable me to have printed in the RECORD 
a telegram relating to the pending bill? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. Mr. President, I ask to have inserted in the 

REcoRD at this point as a part of my remarks a telegram 
which I have received from Joseph Andrasen, of St. Anthony, 
Idaho, with reference to including potatoes in the pending 
farm relief bill. 

There being .no objection, the telegram was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
Senator JAMES P. POPE, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
A referendum of potato industry was held in Idaho in September. 

Vast majority in favor potatoes included agriculture bill. Figures 
available at Agriculture Department. Use utmost effort include 
potatoes. 

JOSEPH ANDRASEN. 

. Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator from Okla
homa yield to me to put a matter in the RECORD? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
·Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, during the debate of day 

before yesterday some reference was made to the attitude 
of the State Grange of Idaho. I send to the desk a tele
gram which I ask to have read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
telegram will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the telegram, as follows: 
NAMPA, IDAHO, November 29, 1937. 

Hon. WILLIAM E. BoRAH, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Idaho State Grange passed following and took same to National 
Grange for their action: First, continuation of soil-conservation 
program; second, a parity income for the farmer based on net 
income that bears to net income of nonagricultural population; 
third, the principle of ever-normal granary; fourth, production 
control through cooperation and control by the farmer for the 
farmer. No compulsion; did not change mind and did not need to. 

W. W. DEAL. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, in connection with the tele
gram I ask to have published in the REcORD a statement I 
received this morning from the National Grange. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 
WASHINGTON, D. C., November 30, 1937. 

To the Members of Congress: 
There are certain features of the farm b111 (H. R. 8505) now 

pending in the House, with which the National Grange is in full 
accord. We believe that, broadly speaking, the soil-conservation 
program is sound and should be continued, and we favor the ob
ject ives outlined in the declaration of policy contained in the bill, 
particularly with reference to giving the farmers price parity with 
other groups and a fair share of the national income. We likewise 
favor that feature of the House bill which would make $10,000,000 
available each year for research in the effort to find new uses for 
farm products in industry and to extend markets and out lets for 
farm commodities. Anot her new feature of the b1ll which meets 
with our approval is that which would authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to intervene and cooperate with farm cooperat ive asso
ciations in rate cases coming before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

However, we are strongly of the opinion that the new legislat ion 
should be based on the idea of voluntary cooperation on the part 
of t he farmers rat her than compulsory control on t he part of the 
Government. It should be clearly understood that under no cir
cumstances does the Government h ave the r ight to use the word 
"must" when it comes to telling the farmers of the country how 
much or how little they should produce of any particular crop or 
how much or how little they should place upon the market. There 
can be no such thing as a majority, under the guise of a refer
endum, dictating to a minority in matters of this kind. 

The provisions relating to compulsory control, quotas, and pen
alties contained in Senate bill, S. 2787, violate all the best tradl-
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tions of American democracy. If this bill should be enacted 1t 
would lay the basis for perhaps 100,000 lawsuits in the agricul
tural States of the country every year. So far from being a help 
in the solution of the farm problem, there is justification for say
ing that the enactment of this measure would further complicate 
the situation and render the plight of the farmer more desperate 
than ever. 

It should be remembered that Congress has a responsibility re
garding the const itutionality of legislation that is enacted, as well 

. as the Supreme Court. If such a measure as the Senate bill 
should pass and in due time the Supreme Court, in the perform
ance of its sworn duty, should declare it to be unconstitutional, 
it would simply furnish an excuse for certain elements to raise a 
hue and cry that would resound throughout the agricultural sec
tions of the country to the effect that the Supreme Court is the 
enemy of the farmer. That would not be fair to the Supreme 
Court, nor would anyone be benefited by it. 

In the opinion of the National Grange, both House and Senate 
bills should be referred back to the committee and stripped of 
their compulsory features. In planning a long-time program for 
agriculture, we should not begrudge the time nor the patience that 
18 necessary to make it sound, workable, and constitutional. 

Yours sincerely. 
THE NATIONAL GRANGE, 

By FRED BRENCKMAN, 
Wash in{fton Representative. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator from Okla
homa yield to me? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. McG.llL. It was in connection with the remarks made 

by me day before yesterday that the matter relating to the 
State Grange of Idaho arose. During the course of my state
ment I said that an additional delegate to their national 
meeting was elected from the State of Idaho with the State 
master. I am advised that in that particular feature of my 
statement I was in error, and that the man who was my in
formant was the master of the state Grange of the State of 
Washington. 

That is the only additional statement I care to make in 
connection with the matter. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Okla
homa yield to me? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. In connection with certain questions which 

were yesterday propounded to the junior Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. ELLENDER] with reference to tobacco allotments 
under the pending fann bill, I offer for the REcORD a telegram 
from one of the best-informed men in the Tobacco Belt of· 
Georgia with reference to this bill and to the allotments pro
vided under the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the tele
gram will be printed in the RECORD. 

The telegram is as follows: 
VALDOSTA, GA., November 30, 1937. 

Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE; 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Your letter 27th, allotment !or tobacco based on 3-year average 
will be unfair to Georgia producers. Too many reduced their acre
age last 3 years, while other producing States increased. Minimum 
allotment of 2,400 pounds to family will put many large families out 
of existence. Recommend minimum 2,400 pounds per plow or, 
better still, allot each farmer who has previously grown tobacco 
not over 10 percent then cultivable acreage, eliminating po-qndage, 
setting aside 3 percent total crop for new producers. 

G. W. VARN. 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 193T 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, we are con
sidering Senate bill 2787, a bill to provide an adequate and 
balanced flow of the major agricultural commodities in in
terstate and foreign commerce, and for other purposes, and 
I have taken the floor for the purpose of discussing that 
measure. I invite Senators to make any suggestions they 
may see fit to make as I proceed, and likewise to ask any 
question which may occur to them pertinent to the dis
cussion. I propose to discuss the farm problem from a 
different angle from that proposed in the bill. 

If the pending bill has any purpose whatever, such pur· 
pose is to raise commodity prices. The bill provides a plan 
for raising and lnft.uencing commodity prices. The plan is 
one of curtailment and control of production. 

Mr. President, I am supporting the bill. I am a member 
of the Cottunittee on Agriculture and Forestry. I was a 

member of the subcommittee which held numerous hearings, 
and was present in the full committee when the hearings 
were considered, and I helped formulate the final text of the 
bill now before the Senate. In brief, the bill provides a plan 
for limiting production so that the law of supply and de
mand shall operate to the benefit of the American farmer. 

It is _an economic law that when things are plentiful they 
are cheap and when they are scarce they are high in price. 
This law applies to farm commodities, such as com or 
cotton. Last year corn was scarce, and the price of corn 
was high. This year cotton is plentiful, and cotton is cheap. 
The same economic law which applies to corn, wheat, and 
cotton applies to money. When money is plentiful, money is 
cheap and prices are high. When money is scarce, money is 
high and prices are low. 

The farm problem is a price problem. There is scarcely 
anything to the farm problem except a price problem. That 
was the viewpoint of our committee in 1933, when a special 
session of the Congress was called for the particular purpose 
of devising some plan to assist the country out of the worst 
depression in history. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Alabama? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yie1d. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator from Oklahoma is deliv

ering a very interesting speech, and I know there are quite 
a number of Senators who would like to hear it, and who 
would be present if they knew the Senator· was speaking. 
Therefore, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr .. President, before the quorum is called, 
may I ask the Senator from Oklahoma whether an amend
ment to the bill on this subject has been offered? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If I may reply before the 
quorum is called, last March, when some of us foresaw what 
was going to happen during the summer, I introduced a bill 
to forestall what we saw was commg. The bill was referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. Hearings 
were held on the bill, and a few days ago the committee 
made a report on the bill and incorporated such report as a 
part of the farm bill reported to the Senate. Later on I 
shall discuss that bill and move for action. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, it may not be said that the 
amendment is a part of the agricultural bill? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It is not a part of the bill. 
Mr. McNARY. But in the report the committee went out 

of its way to report on the amendment offered by the Sen
ator, though it was not incorporated in the bill? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is correct. 
Mr. McNARY. It is now on the clerk's desk, printed, ready 

for the consideration of the Senate? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; that is not the status of 

the measure. 
Mr. McNARY. What is the status of it? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The amendment in the form 

of a bill is still in the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
but later I shall make a motion that the bill be withdrawn 
from the Committee on AgricUlture and Forestry and re
ferred to the Committee on Banking and Currency. Such 
action will follow the precedent set 5 years ago. 

Mr. McNARY. Then it is not the purpose of the Senator 
to offer his amendment to the so-called farm bill? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I have just stated my plan 
and purpose. As I proceed I shall disclose the history of 
what was done 5 years ago, and what I am planning to do 
now is to follow that precedent as far as I can. 

Mr. McNARY. I do not wish to remain in a state of 
ignorance as to the parliamentary status. I assumed the 
Senator intended to offer his amendment at the appropriate 
time to the farm bill. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I have stated 
my program. When I shall have concluded my remarks I 
shall move that the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
be discharged from further consideration of my bill and that 
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the bill be referred to the Committee on Banking and 
CUrrency. 

Mr. McNARY. I have no objection to that course. I was 
asking the Senator to advise me what his course was to be. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is the program I pro
pose to follow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The absence of a quorum 
having been suggested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 
Adams 
Andrews 
Ashurst 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Berry 
Bilbo 
Borah 
Bridges 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, N.H. 
Bulkley 
Bulow 
Burke 
Byrd 
Byrnes 
Capper 
Caraway 

Chavez 
Clark 
Connally 
Copeland 
Davis 
Dieterich 
Donahey 
Ellender 
Frazier 
George 
Gerry 
Gibson 
Gillette 
Gla.Ss 
Graves 
Green 
Hale 
Harrison 
Hayden 
Hitchcock 

Johnson, Calif. Pepper· -
Johnson, Colo. ~ Pittman 
King Pope 
La Follette Russell 
Lee · Schwartz 
Lodge Schwellenbach 
Logan Sheppard 

- - Lonergan Shipstead 
Lundeen Smathers 
McAdoo Smith 
McCarran Thomas, Okla. 
McGill Thomas, Utah 
McKellar Townsend 
McNary Tydings 
Maloney · · Vandenberg 
Moore Van Nuys 
Norris Wagner 
Nye Walsh 
O'Mahoney White 
Overton 

· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-nine Senators 
having answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I just stated 
that the farm problem · is a price problem. In seeking to 
adjust the prices of agricultural commodities to what might 
be termed a fair level, the Senate acted 5 years ago. At 
that time we were in the midst of a depression, a depression 
that has just been judged by competent authorities to have 
been a $250,000,000,000 depression. We are not now in a 
$250,000,000,000 depression, but we are in a $50,000,000,000 
recession. During the course of my remarks I shall have 
something to say about the cost of this recession, what 
brought about the recession, and the status of the country 
today because of such recession, and what is being done and 
what must be done to get the country back on its feet again. 

Five years ago, in the consideration of the original Agri
cultural Adjustment Act, the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry made a rep<)rt in which it conceded that 
even if the bill should accomplish all that was claimed for 
it, that would not be of great benefit in restoring agricultural 
prices. I shall read one paragraph from that report sub
mitted 5 years ago-

Agriculture demands that the farmer should have a 100-cent 
dollar. 

Prior to that we had stated that the farmer did not have 
a 100-cent dollar. That in order for the farmer to get a 
dollar at that time he had to produce and deliver $1.67 
worth of commodities. That meant that the dollar valued 
in commodities was worth $1.67. Aft-er that recital the com
mittee reported: 

Agriculture demands that the farmer should have a 100-cent 
dollar; that the purchasing power of the dollar should be fixed 
and established at t hat point · to serve the best interests of the 
people, trade, commerce, and industry, and that when such value 
1s once fixed it should be stabilized at such value. 

That is the program the committee undertook to establish 
5 years ago. It is the program that the committee went 
on record for only a few nights ago, at midnight, · when 
they authorized inclusion in the committee report of the last 
eight pages of that report. 

Mr. President, pursuant to the recommendation made 5 
years ago, an amendment was offered upon the floor pro
posing to give the President vast powers over money. At 
the request of the Committee on Banking and CUrrency 
the amendment was referred to that committee, where brief 
hearings were held, and the amendment was reported back 
to the Senate. The Senate adopted that amendment, giving 
the President several powers over the value of the dollar, 
the purpose being to have the President, as the agent of 

the Government, act to decrease the value of the dollar and 
thereb3Z increase . prices. In .the discussion of that amend-. 
ment I made the statement that if the amendment lhould 
prevail it had possibilities of transferring $200,000,000,000 
in value from the creditor class to the debtor class. When 
I made that statement 21 Senators almost fell out of their 
chairs here in the Chamber. .That night the. New York 
Times carried my statement in electric letters around the . 
Times Building. in New York City. Let me say in passing 
that of those 21 Senators who were so shocked 5 years ago, 
14 have since fallen out of-the .Senate . . Two-thirds of those. 
who opposed that amendment are not here today. Only 
seven remain who opposed the amendment . attached .to _ the 
agricultural bill 5. years ago. . 

Let me also say in passing that that amendment is the 
only part of the .bill which is now the law. It stands-alone. 
I think it is now universally conceded that the amendment 
adopted to the agricultural bill 5 years ago had more. to do 
with raising commodity prices and getting this country back 
on its feet than any other law or any other amendment that 
has been passed during the Roose.velt administration. 

Mr. President, did I overstate the facts ·when I said that 
the amendment, if adopted, _had possibilities af transferring. 
$200,000_,000,000 in value from the creditor class to the debtor 
class? Let me explain what happened. After the amend
ment was . passed and the gold dollar was revalued, some 
pondholde~s demanded that their bonds should . be paid in 
gold of _the present weight and _fineness, as stated on the 
bond. At the_ time the bonds were issued the present_ weight . 
and fineness of the gold dollar was 25.8 grains nine-tenths 
fine. So the holders of bonds containing the gold clause de
manded that they be paid in dollars each one weighing 25.8 
grains of gold 0.9 fine. The case involving that question 
went to the Supreme Court of the United States. 

The amendment referred to gave the President the power 
to take the gold dollar and cut it in two and make two dollars 
out of one on the theory that gold has what is termed in
trinsic value. So that by reducing the weight of the gold in 
the dollar such gold nugget became smaller and hence less 
valuable. To the extent of such reduction in the weight in 
the gold dollar such dollar was cheapened. 

The President did not exercise the full power given to him. 
He exercised it only to the extent of a reduction of 40 percent. 
In other words, he took 40 percent of the gold out of the 
dollar. So the President took 40 percent of the weight of the 
gold dollar out of each gold dollar, and left 60 percent in the 
dollar. 

Bondholders went to the Supreme Court and demanded 
that on their gold bonds they be paid in the old-fashioned, 
large-size dollars weighing 25.8 grains of gold 0.9 fine. The 
Supreme Court held that the Government was relieved of 
that obligation. The Court held in effect that the bonds were 
payable in dollars and not in chunks of gold of a certain 
weight and fineness. _ 

The power to coin money and to regulate the value of 
that ~oney rests upon the Congress of the United States. 
Whatever value the dollar has today, the Congress is respon
sible for that value. Whatever value the dollar had in 1932, 
the Congress was responsibJe for that value. Whatever 
value the dollar has in 1950, the Congress of the . United 
States-if there shall be a Congress then, and I hope there 
will be--that Congress will be responsible for that value, 
unless in the meantime the Constitution shall have been 
changed. 

The Supreme Court held constitutional the Ia w passed by 
the Congress authorizing the devaluation of . the gold dollar. 
It sustained the law, and denied the recourse demanded and 
claimed by the holders of gold bonds. 

When the President took 40 percent of gold out of the 
dollar that 40 percent became profit, and at that time we 
had something like $5,000,000,000 in gold. These little 40 
percent chunks, theoretically speaking, taken out of the 
dollars were placed in a pile called profits. When the gold 
dollar was devalued it made a profit to the Treasury of 



1937 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 591 
$2,800,000,000. When each little chunk was taken out of 
the dollar and revalued, that new chunk became valued at 69 
cents. So, after the Congress adopted the amendment, and 
when the President acted, the taxpayers and the debtors of 
the Nation were saved 69 cents on each dollar of their gold 
obligations. 

'If the holders of gold bonds should have prevailed in their 
viewpoint, we would have had to pay each one of them $1.69 
in the new money for each dollar of the gold obligations held 
by them. That would amount to $69 on each $100. That 
would amount to $69,000,000,000 on each $100,000,000,000. It 
is estimated by competent authorities that in the United 
States there exists a total massed indebtedness of something 
like $250,000,000,000; $2'50,000,000,000 in debts of all kinds 
rest on the people of the United States. So, by our act in 
1933, which was sustained by the Supreme Court, we saved 
the debtor class $69,000,000,000 on each $100,000,000,000; 
that is, $69,000,000,000 on the first $100,000,000,000; another 
$69,000,000,000 on the second $100,000,000,000; and one-half 
of $69,000,000,000 on the $50,000,000,000. Add those figures 
together. They make a total of $172,500,000,000, which that 
amendment, together with the action of the President, to
gether with the act of the Supreme Court, saved the debtor 
class in terms of gold. 

That just applies to debts. Was I far wrong when I stated 
on. the floor 5 years ago that the amendment, if adopted, had 
possibilities of transferring $200,000,000,000 from the oreditor 
class to the debtor class? On the debts alone it amounted 
to a saving of $172,500,000,000, if measured in terms of gold. 

Let me ask the Senators who are listening to me, What 
would have happened to this Nation had we not adopted that 
amendment, or some similar law, 5 years ago? Senators can 
work out their own answer. Had we not adopted that amend
ment, or some similar law, cotton today would be selling for 
2 Y2 to 4 cents a pound. 

Had we not adopted that amendment 5 years ago, or at 
some subsequent date, wheat today would be selling for less 
than 50 cents per bushel, and other commodities would be 
selling for low prices in proportion. Could the country have 
lived during these 5 years with a price of 2 to 4 cents per 
pound for cotton, 50 cents per bushel for wheat, and other 
price~ in proportion? Of course, the Senators know the 
answer. 

Other nations, later on, followed the policy which we 
adopted 5 years ago. We devalued the gold dollar 69 per
cent. Great Britain has devalued the gold pound 66 per
cent. France has devalued the French franc 98 percent. 
Belgium has devalued the belga 40 percent. Switzerland has 
devalued the Swiss franc 42 percent. Canada, our neighbor 
to the north, has devalued her gold dollar the same as 
we have in this country, namely, 69 percent; so that the 
Canadian dollar and the American dollar are practically on 
a parity at all times. Australia has devalued her Australian 
pound 109 percent in terms of gold. Italy followed the 
United States and Canada exactly and devalued the Italian 
lira 69 percent. Japan has devalued the Japanese yen 193 
percent, and because she has devalued her yen almost three 
times as much as we have devalued our dollar, her yen has 
fallen in value, as a result of which she has taken the 
markets of the world. The United States has only devalued, 
as I have said, 69 percent. 

Mr. President, we had gone along pretty well in this 
country from 1933 until March 1937. In March 1937 wheat 
prices were, as I recall, $1.40 a bushel. Corn was selling 
for something like $1.35 per bushel. Corn was too high, a 
condition brought about by the severe drought of last year. 
Cotton was selling in March for 14¥2 cents a pound. Other 
prices were rising; that is true. On the 25th of March, I 
think it was, I introduced Senate bill 1990. 

That bill provides a plan for ascertaining just how high 
prices should be allowed to go before we should stop the rise 
and then stabilize. When I introduced the bill I made an 
explanation of it, and I wish to quote just a few sentences 

from the speech I made in the Senate on the 25th of March 
of the present year. 

In such speech I quoted a statement from a newspaper: 
Rising prices new worry of administration. Advance in com

modities seen as perU like that of 1929. 

Later on in the same story that I was quoting from I read 
this line: 

Eccles points boldly to danger. 

Mr. Eccles is Chairman of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 

Federal Reserve head warns o! price and wage infia tion. 

I referred to those things in March 1937, and I then asked 
how high prices should be raised before we checked the rise 
and stabilized. That meant how cheap should the dollar be 
made before we should check its cheapening and stabilize 
the value of the dollar, because the value of the dollar fixes 
the price of commodities. It fixed the price in 1933, and 
because the dollar was high, prices were low. It fixes the 
prices of commodities today. It fixed the prices of com
modities last March. I raised the question then, and I re
ceived no answer, of course, because no one was qualified to 
answer it. 

The Constitution says that the Congress shall have the 
power to regulate the value of money. That means that 
Congress has the power to regulate the price level, which 
means to fix the price of commodities. I do not mean the 
price of wheat at so much per bushel; I do not mean the 
price of cotton at so much per pound; but I mean the price 
level, and when we get the price level fixed, we can then 
adjust production to that price level. 

From the committee report submitted a few days ago on 
the pending bill I desire to read the follo~g language: 

The hearings disclose that there are two factors in the main 
which control the price which the farmer receives for his com
modities. One of these factors is the quantity of production and 
the other 1s the fluctuation in the value of the dollar. 

The committee reports that-
Unless and until the dollar value is regulated and stabilized it 

will be impo&sible to regulate production of farm commodities in 
any kind of a satisfact ory manner. · 

The committee further reports that-
Unless and until the dollar value 1s adjusted and regulated and 

such value thereafter stabilized, it will be impossible to adjust and 
regulate taxes, rents, wages, and salaries. 

With a dollar fluctuating in value, rents cannot be regu
lated; with a dollar changing in value, wages cannot be 
regulated; salaries cannot be regulated; production cannot 
be regulated in terms of prices. 

We ail know that when we overproduce any given product 
the price goes down, and when we underproduce the price 
goes up. That means the quantity of production has an in
fluence upon the price. If we have a normal production, 
then we should have a normal price and a fair price, and 
that is the price level which I am discussing at the present 
time. 

The bill we have before us leaves out the element of the 
:fluctuation in the value of the dollar. When the dollar goes 
down, prices go up; when the dollar goes up, prices go down. 

This year we have had a dollar rising in value, which has 
driven prices down. At the same time we have had over
production that has added a second influence to drive prices 
down. From March of this year until now the dollar has 
been rising in value as measured by the best yardstick that 
the world has devised. There are several systems of statis
tics by which the nations measure value. We have such a 
sYStem in this country. We have the statistics of the Bu
reau of Labor, embracing some 784 commodities. Each week 
the price of each one of these commodities is ascertained, 
the prices are added, and then divided by the number of 
commodities, which gives the average. If the average is up, 
that means the dollar in buying power has gone down; if 
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the average .is down that means .that .. the dollar ih buying 
power has gone up. We measure the value o! money by that 
system of statistics. · Every nation in the world measures 
:the value of its money by similar systems of statistics. 

There are the two factors. One is the changing value of 
money; the other is the change in .the quantity of produc
"tion; and it is my contention that there is no chance to 
enact a satisfactory farm bill to regulate prices until we 
first have the yardstick of value fixed at a proper length, 
and then have that yardstick stabilized. That can be .done. 

Last March the dollar was down to 113 cents. In 1933 
the dollar had a buying power of 167 cents. _ Then we started 
to cheapen the dollar and by various means we brought .its 
value down from 167 cents to 113 cents in March. It was 
then that some of our responsible officials became alarmed 
and served notice not only to _ the Senate but to the country 
and to the world that prices were becoming too high. 

Let me remind the Senate that when the depression broke 
upon this country in October 1929 the dollar had a buying 
power of 105 cents, which meant that prices were higher then 
than they are now. From March last up to this time the 
dollar has increased in value from 113 cents to 121 cents. 
In the past 8 months the dollar has gone up in value from 
113 cents to 121 cents as measured by commodities. 

Senators, every time the price level changes one point it 
makes a change of $4,000,000,000 in the value of the property 
of this country. Every time the dollar goes up one point 
property goes down $4,000,000,000 in these United States. 
Since March the dollar has gone up in buying power 8 cents. 
Eight times four are $32,000,000,000, as reflected alone in the 
stock market of ·New York City. . 

If I could make the Senate see this problem as I think I 
see it, the first thing we would do would be to adjust the 
value of the dollar. If Senators could understand that every 
time the dollar goes up one point, property values lose $4,000,-
000,000 in the United States, and every time the dollar goes 
down one point the property values rise $4,000,000,000, would 
they not be interested in a program to find the proper value 
of the dollar and then stabilize it at that value? 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. Pre~ident, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator from 

Kentucky. _ · 
Mr. LOGAN. What I should like to know, may I say to 

the Senator, is, What makes the dollar go up and what makes 
it go down? . 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A little later on I shall go 
·into that matter by concrete illustrations. I will tell the 
Senator what has been done. In 1933 we gave the President 
the power to cut the size of the gold dollar. The new gold 
dollar was not so large as the old gold dollar; it was a smaller 
gold nugget. That meant that it would not buy so much; 
that meant that prices rose to that extent. That is one 
influence that made the dollar go down in value. 

The second influence in 1934 was our silver-purchase pro
gram. In order to get more money in circulation, following 
the law of supply and demand, to make money more plenti
ful, to make it cheaper, we adopted a silver purchase pro
gram. Under that program we have purchased about ~.000,
ooo.ooo ounces of silver; and against that silver we have ISSUed 
$850,000,000 of silver certificates. . . 

Mr. LOGAN. That caused it to go down, but under simi
lar conditions it is going up again. What causes it to go up? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If the Senator will permit 
me to proceed, I shall come to that in just a moment. 
From 1933 to March of this year the value of the dollar 
went down and prices went up. From March of this year 
to this date, the dollar has been going up and prices have 
been going down. Today we are trying to get the dollar 
to go back down again in order to raise prices, and I will 
show the Senator exactly the way that these changes in 
the dollar value have been brought about. 

In 1933, when prices were low and the dollar high, worth 
167 cents in commodities, the administration and the Con
gress decided they would bring the value of the dollar 
down and bring prices up. We gave the President the power 
to reduce the size of the gold dollar. He used that power 

to make the new gold dollar smaller, hence not worth so 
much. Through . the silver purchase, program we placed iii 
circulation. $850,000,000 of silver certificates. That was the 
second influence which the Congress and the President used 
to make money cheaper and prices higher. 

In addition to that we have borrowed vast sums of money 
from the banks. We had to borrow that .money to balance 
the Budget and carry on the relief program. · We have 
increased the national indebtedness from $21,000,000,000 
to $37 fooo,ooo,ooo. There .is a $16,ooo,ooo,ooo increase in 
deposits of credit money since 1933. 

When we did that we put in operation an influence to 
cheapen still further the dollar. We made the dollar cheaper 
in the main by these three specific policies, and to that 
extent prices responded and· they have responded until the 
dollar value was down to 113 in March of this year. That 
was 8 cents above the value of the dollar when the depres
sion came in 1929, and 13 cents above what it was in 1926, 
when we had the era of so-called Coolidge prosperity. 

I want to show now who started-the movement of defla
tion. In passing, let me say that we have a columnist here 
in Washington whose writings are widely read. He is the 
editor of the United States News. He has an article pub
lished in the papers every day. His -name is David Law
rence. Yesterday David Lawrence said in his column: 

Congress held a~countable for slump. "Rubber stamps" to blame 
for abandoning its specific powers. 

That is the headline, and I read just one or two sentences: 
, . Unemployment is growi:t;lg, _business is declining, distress in large 
and small companies is increasing-and who is to blame? _ 

The tende:t;1.cy in the business world is to blame President Roose:. 
velt and to c·an the. present era "the Roosevelt depression." But 
.this personalizes the problem too much. It is easy to blame one, 
.but in this case it does not happen- to be all of the truth.-. If 
the American people are looking for a scapegoat-and _when times 
are bad they usual~y do--they will find the scapegoat in the "rub;. 
ber· stamp" Congress--the Senators and Representatives who· took 
$10,000 a year as salary and then merely asked what the White 
House wished done and complied. 

That is the analysis by Mr. Lawrence. 
Great Britain has taken notice of the depression. We do 

not appreciate our power in this country. The United States 
is by far the richest nation on the globe. In normal times 
the United States is worth $400,000,000,000. No other na
tion··is worth $400,000,000,000. No other nation is worth 
-$300,000,000,000. I know of none in the world worth $200,
·000,000,000. The United · States is not only the richest na
tion but the strongest nation, the most powerful nation, and 
the most influential nation on the face of the globe. We are 
so strong·and so powerful and so influential that when our 
responsible officials speak, their words are carried around the 
world, and if they have financial significance that signifi
cance is reflected in the markets of the world. So, when our 
officials spoke and took · action this summer and fall, such 
words and actions were reflected in Great Britain and 
throughout the world. OI'Jy a few days ago, November 24, 
in a news item from London we have an article by the 
Associated Press. I read one or two statements: 

Robert J. G. Boothby, Conservative, charged in the House of 
Commons today that President Roosevelt started market declines, 
thereby endangering peace. 

Boothby said it was time someone did "some plain speaking on 
this side of the Atlantic." . . 

Later on Mr. Boothby said: 
Whether we like it or not, Britain's economic affairs are tied to 

those of the United States. 

In other words, this member of Parliament in London 
said that what we do in the United States has a reflection 
directly in London. London controls one-half of the peoples 
of the world, so far as their money is concerned. 

Mr. Lawrence, in his newspaper a few days ago, made this 
statement, which is set forth in Newsgram No. 8, under the 
title· "What Price Index in Business?" The second para
graph reads: 

It was back in March that Marriner S. Eccles, Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board, became concerned over what was !;ihown by 
these price figures. 
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· Then the article states: 
Mr. Eccles induced President Roosevelt to comment on the sitU

. ation .at his April 4 press conference. The President at that 
time suggested that the price of some commodities might be get
ting too high. 

That is when the depression started, in March of this 
year. It was started because the Federal Reserve Board 
decided that prices were getting too high. I have no objec
tion to the Federal Reserve Board having their opinion about 
the price matter, but the Federal Reserve Board is not the 
policy-making branch of this Nation. The Constitution gave 
the policy-making power of the United States to the Con
gress. The Congress is given specific power to regulate the 
value of the dollar. The Federal Reserve Board has no 
mandate. 

The Congress, although it has been in existence .150 years, 
has never passed on this question. The Congress has done 
little in 150 years to regulate the value of the dollar. One 
hundred years ago, under Andrew Jackson's administration, 
the gold dollar was devalued twice. Mr. Jackson had some 
understanding about the money problem and he devalued ' 
the gold content twice. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Oklahoma yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

. Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator state the terms of the 
devaluation under President Jackson? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. At that time we were on sort 
of a gold and silver bimetallic standard. The Treasury was 
trying to keep the silver dollar and the gold dollar on parity, 
one exchangeable on a parity for the other. The adminis
tration decided that the gold dollar was slightly more valu
able than the silver dollar. In order to reduce the gold 
dollar to the value at that time of the silver dollar, both 
having basic primary values, which meant that they both had 
an intrinsic value, Mr. Jackson devalued the gold dollar in 
the first instance, I think, about 3 grains. Later on he found 
it was not exactly right, and he revalued the gold dollar 
down again a fraction of a grain, and from that time until 
1873 gold and silver were the basic primary moneys of the 
United States, one worth as much as the other. 

Answering further the question of the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. LoGAN], in March of this year, when the respon
sible heads decided that prices were getting . too high and 
moneys becoming too cheap, we find the following influence 
put in operation by the administration: 

On June 14 of last year, anticipating what might happen, 
we had a 50-percent increase in member bank reserve 
requirements. That was the first step taken by the adminis
tration to keep the dollar from going down too fast and 
likewise to keep prices from going up too fast. 

Step No. 2 was to sterilize a large part of our gold. We 
were receiving a vast amount of gold from abroad. When 
gold comes to this country, it comes here in payment or set
tlement of international balances. While I am on this sub
ject, I may state that regardless of what Senators may think 
to the contrary, the United States never has purchased a 
single ounce of gold under the Roosevelt administration. 
We passed legislation which makes it illegal for a bank or 
a trust company or an individual to have gold; so, if they 
had gold, they had to turn it in. If they get gold now, they 
must turn it into the Treasury and get credit for it. Dur
ing all these years the balance of trade has been in favor 
of the United States. We have sold the nations of the 
world more goods than they bought from us. So, in the 
settlement of international balances, since they could not sell 
us more goods-for they sold us all . they could-in order to 
pay us for the surplus they had to get gold and send it to us. 
These transactions are not carried on between the govern
ments. They are carried on between the central banks. 

For example, a bank in San Francisco gets an interna
j tiona! settlement from Japan or China, and that settlement 

/1\ is in the form of gold. The bank cannot keep that gold. It 
must send it on 'to the Federal Reserve bankS, and the 
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Federal Reserve banks must send it on to the Treasury. 
In the adjustment of balances between this country and 
other countries in private transactions, New York City gets 
large quantities of gold. The banks get that because it is 
the only thing the banks will accept. This Nation would not 
accept the paper francs of France, or the paper liras of Italy, 
or the paper pounds of Great Britain. They are not good 
in circulation over here. So, when ah international balance 
is settled, as a rule it is settled by the shipment of gold; 
and when the banks of New York get gold from foreign na
. tions in settlement of balances of private concerns, the 
banks cannot keep the gold. The banks have to turn it 
over to the Federal Reserve bank in New York, and the 
Federal Reserve bank has to turn it over to the Treasury. 
So it was under a law reqUiring the Treasury to accept all 
this gold~not to buy it, but to accept it and pay for it in 
credit-that we got all this gold. We have bought no gold. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, is it true that we do not buy 
.it? We issue our paper money for it. Is not that a pur
chase? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, we do nob 
issue any paper money for gold. 

Mr. BAILEY. What do we give these bankers for gold 
when they give us gold? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I will answer the Senator. 
Formerly, when this policy was first inaugurated, a bank 

of New York would get, say, a million dollars of gold. They 
could not keep , it, so they would turn the gold over to the 
Federal Reserve bank and get credit for it. If they wanted 
paper currency, of course, the bank could get such currency. 

Mr. BAILEY. Exactly. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. -They got credit from the 

Federal Reserve Bank of New York. Then, in turn, the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York sent the gold to the 
Treasury, or notified them that it was there for them, where
upon farmedy the Treasury issued a sort of gold certificate 
to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York City. Later on, 
however, when so much gold was coming to this country 
and the reserves were mounting, the administration decided 
that in order to head off a possible inflationary trend they 
would not give the Federal Reserve banks any more gold 
certificates, but they would give them credit; and now to 
get credit they have to issue bonds and sell those bonds in 
the markets of America to get the money to pay the Fed
eral Reserve banks for the gold turned over under the law. 

Mr. B.AilJEY. So the Senator is saying that if I buy a 
horse for him, and give him credit on my books for $200, I 
do not buy the horse. 

Now let us see about the other gold, the newly mined gold. 
The Senator said we bought none. What do we give the 
miners for the newly mined gold? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We give them credit. They 
turn it in to some bank. 

Mr. BAILEY. The credit of the United States is a thing 
of value; is it not? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. There is no · doubt about 
that. There is no controversy over that proposition. 

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator stated that we had never 
bought any gold. We bought the gold on credit. That is 
about the Senator's statement. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We have accepted the gold 
from individuals, corporations, and banks under a law passed 
by the Congress. 

Mr. BAILEY. And we have given credit for it. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Yes. 
Mr. BAILEY. And the man who formerly had the gold 

can get value for the credit. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. BAILEY. All right. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, have bonds been issued 

to pay for the gold? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. They have been. Since we 

began to sterilize gold we have issued . bonds, and we sell 
those bonds and get the credit to take up the gold. 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. So we · are paying for gold with 

interest-bearing securities? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is correct. We are 

doing that now. 
Answering still further the question of the Senator from 

Kentucky [Mr. LoGAN J, the first thing the administration 
started to do in March of this year to check the fall of 
the value of the dollar and to check the increase of prices, 
was to increase the reserves 50 percent, and the second thing 
was to establish this sterilization policy, so that when gold 
comes to America now it does not increase the reserves of 
the banks. Formerly it did. Formerly a bank would turn 
the gold over to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
and get credit for it, which would increase the reserves 
of such bank with that Federal Reserve bank. That, of 
course, broadened the base for credit. It had a tendency 
to increase prices. So, to stop the increase of credit 
through that means, the Government began to sterilize 
gold. That means that the gold is taken by the Treasury, 
and most of it is buried out in Kentucky. Some is kept 
in Denver, and I suppose there is still some in New York; 
but the bulk of it is out in Kentucky, where it is entirely 
safe. I do not think the gold out in Kentucky is in any 
danger. I think the Kentuckians will see to it that the 
gold is safe and preserved for the benefit of the people of 
America. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator 
a question. I want to get that matter clear, and I hope the 
public will thoroughly tinderstand it. 

Under the present operation, gold is taken into the 
Treasury, having been bought by bonds. By means of bonds 
money is gotten for the purchase of the gold. On the bonds 
we pay interest, and the gold is sterilized and passes out 
of circulation; so that we are virtually on the basis of a 
bond-secured circulation. Is that correct? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is true; I should not 
say it is entirely true, however. This is what I mean: 

The money we have in circulation is backed by all the 
property of all the people of the Nation. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand that, because that is what 
makes the bonds negotiable-the taxing power of the Fed
eral Government. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. All the gold that we have 
is back of our money. All the silver we have is back of our 
money. All the farm land we have is back of our money. All 
the factory buildings, and all the property of all the people 
of this Nation, are back of every dollar of currency we have in 
existence, and likewise back of our bonds. 

Mr. SMITH. But, bringing it down to its last analysis, the 
amount of money in circulation that is based upon our pur
chase of gold is primarily based on the bonds that buy the 
money that pay for the gold. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is correct. 
Mr. SMITH. That is what I wanted to get at. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I have stated two ways in 

which the fall of the dollar is being checked and two ways 
that are being used to check the increase of prices. The third 
one was to increase the reserves a second time to the full 
legal limit. One-half of that increase was to become effective 
on March 1 and one-half was to become effective on May 1. 

I want to reiterate these things as we go along. I am trying 
to show exactly what has been done to cheapen property and 
commodity prices and to increase the value of the dollar, 
because one is a corollary of the other. The first was to in
crease the reserves of member banks. The second . was to 
sterilize gold. The third was to increase a second time, to the 
full limit of the law, the reserves which member banks were 
required to carry in the Federal Reserve banks of their 
respective districts. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. What was the total increase? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I cannot state the total in

crease, but the law fixes the amount they are permitted to 
assess, and the Federal Reserve System ordered the banks to 
carry the maximum. 

The fourth thing that the administration did to check 
rising prices was done through the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. That was to increase to 55 percent the margin 
requirements upon stock purchases. That was to discourage 
stock-market operations. About the same time that this was 
done a statement was made by respbnsible authority to the 
effect that all Federal employees should get out of the stock 
market. If they had any stocks, they should sell them and 
not buy any more. It has turned out that that was good 
advice, but that advice was reflected throughout the world; 
and when that advice was carried throughout the world the 
speculators, understanding what was proposed to be done, 
sold the stocks that they held and then began to sell short; 
and they have ridden the stock market down from where it 
was in March until it has reached the point where it is at 
the present time. 

From March until June the stock market suffered a loss 
of some $10,000,000,000. From August until this time the 
stock market has sustained a further loss of $25,000,000,000. 
So these few simple expedients, operations on money, to
gether with the statements that were made, have caused a 
loss to the people of these United States, conservatively, of 
enough to pay off the national debt. In other words, the 
Congress last March could have made a capital levy upon 
the people of these United States to a sum sufficient to pay 
off the national debt of $37,000,000,000, and the people could 
have paid the-money, paid the debt, and would have been 
better off than they are today, because they have lost more 
than that sum from March until this date. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. LOGAN. While that amount apparently has been 

lost, if the things which have been done, as the Senator 
points out, should be undone, that value would be restored, 
would it not? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I will go right on through 
with my recitation and show what has been done, and then 
I am going to show that the administration officials became 
excited again as a result of believing that prices were going 
too low, the dollar was going too high, and now they are 
starting to turn the trend the other way; and I shall come 
to that in just a moment. 

I have just stated that a loss has been sustained by the 
people of enough money to pay off the national debt. Now 
I want to give some quotations. I do not want to make that 
statement on my own authority. 

I have here a leaf from Business Week of October 23, 
1937. This leaf quotes a gentleman whom it calls a "key 
man" in the American Bankers' Association. His name is 
Dr. Harold Stonier. He makes this statement, which I quote 
from this magazine article, speaking about the decline: 

It came only after $23,000,000,000 had been lopped off the market 
value of common stocks listed on the New York Stock Exchange. 

That was the change of the trend. Dr. Stonier says that 
before the administration changed the trend of this falling 
price level, it suffered and saw a twenty-three-billion-dollar 

.loss on the New York Stock Exchange alone. That does 
not take in the curb Exchange; it does not take in the other 
exchanges of New York. It does not take in the exchanges 
in Philadelphia and Chicago and Denver and San Francisco 
and Los Angeles. That is Dr. Stonier's conclusion as to the 
loss. 
· I also call the attention of the Senate to a news story of 
November 1, 1937, an Associated Press release. I quote from 
the story as follows: 

The shock of the twenty-five billion August-October slump 
in security prices has stirred clamor in banking and brokerage 
quarters for a shift in Government controls. 

In other words, whoever prepared this article for release 
and publication under the Associated Press date line made 
the statement that the stock slump in August and Sep
tember went to the extent of $25,000,000,000. 

I quote from another publication, a news release of a 
syndicated article by Dorothy Thompson. Her articles are 
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·widely published and widely read. Dorothy Thompson 
stated on November 1, 1937, speaking about the _people of 
the United States: 

The stock market became their savings bank, and now it has had 
a run on it to the tune of a $30,000,000,000 loss--more if you count 
in the junior railroad bonds that have- gone down 50 percent, in
volving industrial investments of banks. 

So Miss Thompson. states that. the people who have in- . 
.vested in stocks -lost $30,000,000,000, and more, if we count , 
in the loss in the junior railroad bonds. That is just on 
stocks and bonds alone. It does not take in commodities, it . 
does not take in property. it does not take in employment. 
. I call attention to another article, likewise by the Associ- . 
ated Press, dated October 28, as follows: 
. The consensus appeared to be that the Reserve Board's dual 
action would do much to restore confidence. in a market where , 
twenty-five billions in securities values have been washed away 
recently under heavy waves _ of selling. 

Mr. President, I made the statement a ·while ago that 
every time the price level changes one point it makes _a dif
ference of four billion in the property values- on the stock 
exchange alone. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. McADOO. I merely wanted to ask the distinguished 

Senator from Oklahoma whether the figures he has given us 
do not represent shrinkages in values on. the stock exchange, 
and not .actuallosses? . To what extent people have sold out 
and made losses we do not know, but what happens is com
. monly referred to as a loss. People may still have the same 
property, but the values, if they have market values, have 
shrunk. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If these values should be 
·stabilized at the present point, then the recession would be-
· come permanent. But people have sustained a loss to date, 
and if the dollar is now properly valued and the price level 
is retained at its present point, then these property values 
will be stabilized probably at their present point of value. 

I said a while ago that every time the price level changes 
one point it makes a difference of $4,000,000,000 in property 
values. In March of this year the price level was 113. It 
is now 121. That makes a change of 8 points; 8 times 4 is 
·$32,000,000,000. Practically all of the authorities agree that 
a change of one point in the price level has caused a loss to 
the people of the United States of $4,000,000,000, at least, to 
those who own stocks listed on the New York Stock Exchange. 
How much loss it has caused the people generally, no one can 
tell. Yet for 150 years the Congress has given this problem 
practically no attention. 

At the present time the price level is being handled by four 
or five agencies of the Government. The President has three 
specific powers: He can still further devalue the dollar. He 
cannot increase its value, in terms of gold, but he can de
crease it. In other words, the President cannot reduce the 
price of gold below $35 an ounce. His power is limited to a 
further increase from $35 per ounce to $41.34 per ounce. 

I think I have stated five powers which officials have used -
to stop the decline in the value of the dollar and to stop the 
increase in prices. It got to a point recently where the 
officials ap·parently became alarmed that the recession was 
going into a depression, and now the responsible authorities 
have started to check the rise of the dollar and check the fall 
of prices, and I shall show what they have done in order to 
accomplish that. I have shown, first, how they brought the 
dollar down from 167 to 113. I have shown how they raised 
the value of the dollar from 113 to 121, and the effects of such 
a policy. 

There are higher taxes than there were in 1929, when the 
depression struck, and we have heavier debts. We are try
ing to pay our taxes and the increased debt with a higher 
valued dollar and lower priced commodities. The Budget 
has not been balanced, and it cannot be balanced with the 
present valued dollar. We have not paid our debts, and we 
cannot pay our debts with the present valued dollar. If 
Senators had attended the hearings held by the subcommit
te~ of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry throughout 

the South and West, and had seen the people . who testified, 
.or if they would read their testimony, they would.have some 
idea of the conditions in which millions of our people find 
themselves. 
- There are 31,000;000 people on farms ·in the . United States, 
31,000,000 men, women, and children trying to make~ their 
living on the farm. At one of the hearings a farmer of 
about 65 years of age came before us. He had on a pair of 
patched ~ overalls. He had on a shirt that was . not patched 
but was badly worn. He had no suspenders, no coat, no 

-vest. He had on a pair of worn shoes, and no .socks. He 
testified he had raised cotton all his life. He testified that 
.he had raised enough cotton so that if woven it would put a -
belt around the earth. Then he said, "These are the only 
clothes I have." 

Another man testified . in one of our meetings.~that if_ they 
would take a blood test, his blood test would show 98 percent 
water gravy. That ·means that this man bas to eat his flour 
stirred into water, and then warmed. 

The record shows that in my State of Oklahoma, in .Texas, 
in Tennessee, and in other places ·in the South, and even 
in illinois, 7 out. of every 10 farmers are. either share
croppers or .tenants .. The testimony shows that those who 
own their lands cannot keep .their. land with prices as. they 
are. The testimony shows .that there is no hope in the breast 
of a sharecropper or tenant farmer or renter of buying land, 
under the present- price structure. The testimony .shows . 
that until we, get , cotton up to above 15 cents a pound; the 
cotton. South cannot continue to . exist with any security . 
Conditions in the South today are worse than they were in 
slave times, and the slaves today are white slaves. 

In slavery days the landlord provided shelter for the slaves, 
he provided clothing for the slaves, he provided food for 
.them. If a slave became ill, or if any member of the slave's 
family became ill, a doctor was provided for them. The slave 
and his family were valuable. That is not so today. · Neither 
shelter nor clothing . nor food nor medicine is provided for 
those white slaves today. Testimony shows that when cot
ton sells for 10 cents a pound the cotton producers get 10 
cents an hour for their labor. When cotton sells for 5 cents 
a pound, as it is doing today, they get 5 cents an hour for 
their labor. What conditions can one expect to exist in the 
cotton South with the laboring people being forced to work 
for 5 cents, 8 cents, 10 cents, or even 12 cents an hour? 

I shall give the Senate an anlysis of the situation made by 
Mr. Fred B. Barrows, statistician for the Rhode Island Hos
pital Trust Co. I quote now the things he said have been 
done by the administration to check the fall of prices and 
to check the rise of the dollar. He says that the first thing 
the administration did was to have the Treasury go into the 
open market and buy $119,000,000 of bonds and put that 
money into circulation. The Trea.sury bought the bonds 
for some of the trust funds of the Treasury Department. 

Item No. 2: The Federal Reserve System went into the 
open market and bought $200,000,000 of bonds, paying for 
those bonds with Federal Reserve notes, or the equivalent 
of Federal Reserve notes, credit that could be converted into 
money at will. That is item No. 2 of what bas been done 
by the Government to check the increase in the value of the 
dollar and to check the fall of prices. · 

Item No. 3: The administration reduced · the rediscount 
rate one-half of 1 percent. 

Item No. 4: The administration took $300,000,000 of the 
sterilized gold out of the sterilization fund and desterilized 
it, brought it to life again, made it into money, and is using 
that money in the discharge of Federal obligations. 

Item No. 5: The administration liberalized the discount 
rule, permitting the banks to lend on installment paper, 
making installment paper eligible for rediscount so as to 
make it possible to lend more money and put out more 
credit dollars. 

Item No. 6: An announcement was made by the Federal 
Reserve Board that the member banks could borrow on their 
Government bonds up to 100 percent of their face value. 
That means that any bank which today bas Government 
bonds can, under that announcement, take those bonds to 
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the bank and hypothecate them for 100 percent of their face 
value. Without regard to what price those bonds may fall 
to, the banks can still take the bonds to the bank and cash 
them in for 100 percent of their face value. 

Item No. 7: The ·administration prevailed upon the Se
curities and Exchange Commission to reduce the margin re
quirement on stock purchases from 55 percent to 40 percent, 
hoping thereby to stimulate speculators to reenter the stock 
market and begin to purchase more stocks, thus making prices 
of stocks go up in an effort to retrieve the loss of $25,000,-
000,000 which occurred on the New York Stock Exchange 
alone. 

Those are plans which have been placed in operation today. 
Other plans are in contemplation which will still further 
check the rise in the value of the dollar and check the fall 
in prices. One plan which is before the Congress is to revise 
the present law relating to undistributed profits and the 
capital gains taxes in the hope that such action may revive 
confidence somewhat and help out the badly dilapidated stock 
market. 

The second thing that is under contemplation and is now 
in progress of being carried forward is the open-market 
operation, whereby the Federal Reserve Board is authorized in 
connection with the Federal Reserve banks to go into the 
open market and buy bonds, and pay for those bonds with 
Federal Reserve notes, or the equivalent of Federal Reserve 
notes. 

The last thing Mr. Barrows says is being done is to have the 
administration and the Congress adopt a more liberal policy 
toward big business. 

Those are the things that Mr. Barrows says have been done 
or are being done to check this recession. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mme. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. GRAVEs in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Senator from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. LOGAN. Has nothing been done about the reserve 

requirements. Have they been reduced? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do not think so. That 

matter has not been touched yet. I will say in that con
nection that half a dozen different agencies are now engaged 
in undertaking to regulate the value of the dollar. The 
President has the three powers: First, the power to devalue 
the gold in the dollar; second, the power to open the mints 
to the free coinage of silver; and, third, the power to buy 
more silver and issue more silver certificates against such 
silver, which makes money more plentiful. Then he has 
the power to issue $3,000,000,000 of Treasury notes. He has 
these powers in reserve. 

The Federal Reserve banks, operating through the Fed
eral Reserve System, have great power over the value of the 
dollar, as has been detailed in my previous statement. Then 
the Securities and Exchange Commission has power over 
the dollar. Also, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora
tion has some power over the dollar. Then, the Comptroller 
of the CUrrency likewise has some power over the value of 
the dollar. 

I contend that this power over the value of the dollar, 
being as important as it is, should be concentrated in one 
Federal agency, and that agency. should be given a direct 
mandate by the Congress as to what to do in the way of 
fixing the value of the dollar, and then stabilize that value 
and keep it as constant as is humanly possible. I contend 
that it can be done. It has been done. 

From 1922 to 1928 Governor Benjamin Strong, governor 
of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, was so in
fluential, and so powerful, and so financially wise that he 
took charge of our whole monetary system, and he valued 
the dollar at the point he thought it ought to be valued. 
He died in 1928, but from 1922 until his death he regulated 
and protected this stabilized, valued dollar, and during that 
time we had stability in the United States. For all those 
years the value of farm commodities varied but w~ry little. 
From 1922 to 1928, inclusive, the farmers' income stood at 

about $11,000,000,000 for each of those years. The dollar 
did not fiuctuate. Benjamin Strong was able to and did 
regulate and stabilize the value of the dollar, and he kept 
it stable in terms of commodities during the balance of his 
lifetime. But when he died others secured control of the 
value of the dollar. If you have control of the dollar, it is 
an easy matter to put it where you want it. If it is known 
at what point the value of the dollar will be fixed, and if 
the trend of prices is known, a few on the inside will have 
the power to speculate if they have money-and if a man 
has that information he can get the money. No doubt 
many did speculate along that line. I have no proof of it, 
but it is human nature that they would abuse this power 
over money to raise the value of money and put the price 
down and speculate accordingly; then raise the value of 
the dollar down and speculate accordingly the second time, 
and keep up that speculation back and forth. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mme. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator from 

North Carolina. 
Mr. BAIT..EY. Will the Senator state at this point just 

what has been the policy of our Government · respecting 
silver, and what have been the consequences of that policy? 
I should like to get the data in the RECORD. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We passed a bill authorizing 
the TreasurY to go into the open market and buy silver. 
Under that policy we have bought upward of 2,000,000,000 
ounces of silver. We bought silver and paid what we had 
to pay for it in the open market, and we have issued cur
rency against the silver to the extent of its value. We have 
no fixed price on silver. If we buy any silver we pay what 
the market charges for it. We have a fixed price payable 
to the miners in the West. As a subsidy to the silver min
ers in the West, the administration has fixed the price at 
77 cents an ounce for silver, and every miner of silver in 
the United States who produces silver is able to get 77 cents 
an ounce for his silver, although the world price is only 44 
or 45 cents an ounce. 

Mr. SMITH. Mme. President, will the Senator yield to 
me? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH. I ask the Senator what action the admin

istration took to check the rise in the price of silver. The 
Senator will remember that when t'he act which he spon
sored was passed there occurred quite an upswing in the 
flow of silver to this country, and also it created quite an in
ducement for persons to go into the market and buy silver 
and sell it to the Government. What action was taken to 
stop that practice? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A great deal of speculation 
occurred under the silver program. There is no doubt about 
that. However, Congress enacted legislation which provided 
that if any Americans have profited in the sale of silver, 
one-half of such profits shall inure to the Treasury. As a 
result, the silver commodity exchanges in this country 
closed, and the market was transferred to London. When 
the price of silver had been brought by the speculators up 
to 81 cents an ounce our Government, not desiring to pay 
that sum, served notice that it would qUit buying silver; it 
did quit buying silver, and left the speculators with the large 
horde of silver which they had bought and were holding for 
this high price. When we served notice that we were out 
of the silver market, the market began to tumble and went 
down to sixty-odd cents, where it remained for sometime, 
and finally fell to 44 or 45 cents, where it has been for 
several months. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mme. President, is the Senator prepared 
to place in the RECORD the amount of American silver pur
chased from American miners and the amount of money 
lost by way of the process he himself has described? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; I do not have that in
formation, and, so far as I am personally concerned, I have 
no interest in the proposition. 

Mme. President, I reiterate that this problem is a price 
problem. If the prices of farm commodities were up there 
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would be no farm bill before the Senate, and when we get 
prices up there will be no demand for further farm legisla
tion. 

So, as I understand, the problem is a price problem. As I 
understand the problem, if we should enact this proposed 
legislation and should not take steps to regulate the value 
of the dollar and stabilize it we would not have accomplished 
very much, because it is impossible to regulate production and 
to secure to the farmers a satisfactory price when the price 
level changes, for then there is nothing to tie the dollar to. 
If we can fix the proper price level, then adjust the dollar 
so as to attain that price level, and then stabilize the dollar 
in terms of commodities, not in terms of gold, we can regu
late production and assure the farmers on a normal amount 
of production a fair price. There is no other way to do it. 

A few days ago in the Journal of Commerce, a New York 
financial publication, there appeared an editorial entitled 
"Wither Commodity Prices?" I will read the first para
graph of the editorial: 

Commodity prices have been declining with but minor inter
ruptions since April. While it is true that the country has enjoyed 
periods of prosperity at times when prices were receding, a sharp 
decline such as that of the past 8 months contributes materially 
to a business recession. By the same token, an upward tum in 
commodity prices would help materially in checking the business 
recession and paving the way for an early recovery. 

That simply means that a fall in commodity prices has 
brought about this depression; the depression is the result 
of this fall in prices. A further interpretation is that if we 
can do something to get prices up again we can get back to a 
prosperous era. Again, rising prices bring prosperity; falling 
prices bring recession, depression, panic, and bankruptcy. 

I wish to reiterate that if we can do something to increase 
the price level, every point we raise that price level will mean 
$4,000,000,000 of wealth to the -people of the Nation. We 
have lost eight points, or $32,000,000,000, as reflected in the 
New York stock market alone. It is my contention that we 
must raise the price level, not to where it was in March, but 
to where it was between 1926 and the time when the de
pression struck. I want to see the price level raised to 100, 
which would be 20 points higher than it is today. If we do 
that-and we can do it-we will add to the wealth of the 
·people of this Nation four times $20,000,000,000, or 
$80,000,000,000, as reflected in prices; and to me prices and 
wealth are synonymous. 

In addition to the statement in the New York Journal of 
Commerce, which is an argument for increased prices as I 
interpret it, the bishops of the administrative board of the 
National Catholic Welfare Conference have met recently. 
These bishops represent the Catholic population of America. 
That population is 27,000,000. So when these bishops speak 
they speak authoritatively for 27,000,000 American citizens. 
These bishops released a sort of manifesto a few days ago, 
and I shall send to the desk and ask that the portion of the 
manifesto be read which is marked with heaVY lines. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk 
will read, as requested. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Pius XI calls attention to the tremendous economic power exer

cised by those who hold and control money and are able there
fore to govern credit and determine its allotment. This con
trol, moreover, is exercised by those who are not the real owners 
of wealth but merely the trustees and administrators of invested 
funds. 

Responsibility is thus divorced from ownership. Nevertheless, 
they hold in their hands the very soul of production since they 
supply its lifeblood and no one can breathe against their will. 

The increasing rate of debt to the total wealth has also had its 
infiuence in lessening the responsibility and advantage which 
should attach to the ownership of property. It makes for inse
curity. Its relationship, moreover, to the cost of living or a 
reasonable price level needs careful inquiry. Further study should 
be given, likewise, to the whole intricate problem of money and 
credit, so that such evils as exist in the present system may be 
brought to light and suitable remedies introduced. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mme .. President, in closing, 
let me give my interpretation of the policy of the United 
States in. the accumulation of gold. 

Formerly-gold was used as basic or primary money by most 
of the governments of the world. By basic or primary money 
is meant that the currencies of the several countries was, 
at the option of the owner, redeemable in gold coin, or gold 
bullion. 

In the past few years the currencies or moneys of the world 
have been almost completely altered. Today no nation issues 
gold coin into circulation. At the present time gold is used 
not to back domestic currency, but, instead, to support and 
stabilize the international exchange of the world. Gold is 
still recognized as the world's medium of international ex
change; hence, all such monetary exchange is based upon and 
backed by gold. 

Today but two nations are strong enough financially to 
exercise any considerable power over money. These nations 
are Great Britain and. the United States. Great Britain has 
almost one-half of the people of the world operating on a 
sterling basis, .and such nations have enough gold to secure 
and stabilize their money when serving as exchange between 
or among nations. 

The United States, in addition to having more than one
half of all the monetary gold in the world, has a number of 
nations tied up to the dollar. Great Britain and the sterling 
nations are off gold and the currencies of such nations are 
linked to the pound sterling, and the pound sterling :fluctuates 
in terms of gold from day to day. 

The United States is about the only nation having a mone:. 
tary unit fixed to a definite quantity of gold. Because of this 
fact the currencies of all natio:ns are measured in terms of 
dollars from day to day. 

The United States has a $2,000,000,000 stabilization fund 
which not only insures the stability of the American dollar 
in terms of gold, but at the same time gives confidence 
to the other nations of the world in the American dollar. 

Domestically the United States is not on a gold basis, but 
our foreign dollar, or United States exchange, is the only 
money in existence with a fixed gold content. If the United 
States should follow the example of Great Britain and go 
off gold in the exchange markets of the world, then there 
would be no monetary unit with sufficient gold backing to 
become the monetary "hitching post" of the world. such a 
development woUld result in either monetary chaos or would 
force the other nations immediately to petition for a world 
conference for the adjustment of world currencies. 

The United States is the richest, the strongest, and the 
most influential nation of the earth. In 1933, because of 
our economic and financial power, we took the lead and fixed 
the value of gold at $35 per ounce. Since 1933 we have 
maintained this price, and today gold is worth 35 American 
dollars per ounce in the exchange markets of the world. 

In the past some of our monetary experts have proclaimed 
that gold was the only commodity stable in value. 'Ibis 
opinion had nothing to support it save the fact that a gold 
dollar always contains 100 cents. Obviously it never occured 
to such so-called experts that the cent itself might change 
in value. Now it is admitted that the value of gold, like all 
other commodities, is subject to the law of supply and 
demand. Gold changes in value. 

Formerly the world tried to keep commodity values stable 
in terms of gold. In such effort the world failed. Now we 
are trying to keep the value of gold stable in terms of 
commodities. The result of this new world effort remains to 
be ascertained. 

Here in the United States we have fixed the price of gold 
at $35 per ounce and have kept such fixed price since its 
establishment. Some contend that the $35-per-ounce price 
of gold is too high. The charge is made that gold is over
valued. Those who express such opinion must· mean that 
gold is too high when expressed in terms of commodities. 
Then having arrived at such conclusion. they demand that 
the price of gold should be reduced. 

The following is an interpretation of the effect of placing 
any given quantity of gold in the dollar. For example, when 
gold was valued at $20.67 per ounce, each dollar contained 
one-twentieth plus of an ounce of gold; hence, the dollar 
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being redeemable in such quantity of gold, such dollar was 
of the exact value of such quantity of gold. 

When we raised the price to $35 per ounce, the new gold 
dollar was thereby fixed at one thirty-fifth of an ounce of 
gold, and if our currency had thereafter been redeemable 
in gold, such currency would have been worth exactly as 
much as one thirty-fifth of an ounce of the yellow metal. 
Gold is said to have intrinsic value; hence, one thirty-fifth 
of an ounce of gold-the present-size dollar-is a smaller 
nugget than one-twentieth plus of an ounce of gold, so that 
the present-size gold dollar is not as large, is not as heavy, 
and, hence, is not as valuable as the old-size gold dollar. 

The present-size gold dollar, being smaller, is therefore 
less valuable and cheaper and will not exchange for as many 
commodities as -the old gold dollar; hence, to the extent 
that the new gold dollar is smaller and cheaper, prices 
have been increased accordingly. 

Those who now want to reduce the price of gold must 
want to add more gold to the dollar, thus making it larger 
and heavier, and consequently more valuable. It is obvious 
that the more valuable we make the dollar the lower prices 
will become. 

The facts force the following conclusion: Those who de
mand a lower gold price per ounce favor lower prices. Those 
who demand a higher gold price per ounce favor higher 
prices. 

While I favor slightly higher prices, yet I do not favor any 
change in the present price of gold; hence, I do not favor 
any change in the present gold content of the dollar. We 
may increase prices without in any way altering the present 
gold content of the dollar. 

Mme. President, let me digress to invite the attention of the 
Senate to an interpretation of that statement. In 1920 we 
were on a gold standard. Our money was redeemable in 
gold. Each dollar had in it 25.8 grains-of gold 0.9 fine. In 
1920 the gold dollar as measured in commodities was very 
cheap. As a result prices were very high in 1920 on the old
size gold dollar. Wheat sold for $2.40 a bushel, cotton for 
~ cents a pound, and other things in proportion at the 
identical time that we were on the gold standard with the 
old-size gold dollar. • 

In 1920 on gold we had the highest prices in history. In 
1932, still on gold, we had the lowest prices in history-167 
cents in 1932, 65 cents in 1920. There was a difference of 
102 cents. Commodity prices fiuctuated 102 cents to every 
dollar in those 12 years, and all the time we were on gold. 

Some might ask, Why were prices so high in-1920? I am 
going to answer the question. We passed the Federal Re
serve Act in 1913. When we passed the Federal Reserve 
Act we had money in circulation of three and one-third 
billion dollars. That is all the money we had in circulation 
in 1913, three and one-third billion dollars. When I say 
"money" I mean the kind of money we can see. I do not 
mean check-book money nor fountain-pen money nor bank
deposit money, but money of the kind we carry around in 
our pockets and can spend with a stranger. In 1913 we had 
only three and one-third billion dollars in circulation. By 
1920 we had increased that circulation to six and one-half 
billion dollars. In 7 years we practically doubled the circu
lation of money in the United States. 

Then the economic law became operative. Money became 
more plentiful. As money became cheaper prices began 
to rise until in 1920 we had the highest prices in history. 

In 1920 we had a campaign in the United States. The 
Democratic Party was in power and had this vast sum 
of money in circulation, had these good prices-the only 
time I ever saw the farmer have a break-just after the 
World War. The Democrats were responsible because they 
had passed the Federal Reserve Act and had administered 
it. Prices were high and money was plentiful. 

There was an opposition party which did not like the 
high. prices and did not like the Democratic Party, that 
wanted to get the Democratic Party out of power and take 
hold of the reins of government. That party met in Chi
cago. In the platform declaration of that party it was 

declared and resolved that prices were too high, that living 
costs were too high, and that if that party were placed in 
power it would bring down those high prices and the high 
cost of living. They were frank enough and honest enough 
to tell the country exactly how they would do it. They were 
going to do it by courageous and intelligent deflation of both 
credit and currency. 

The farmers did not understand what that declaration 
meant. I do not think the bankers understood what it 
meant. The people did not understand what it meant. 
But the voters went and voted that year and put in power 
the party that demanded lower prices. In my State, a 
str~ng Democratic State, the people voted for that party, 
votmg for lower prices for cotton, lower prices for wheat, 
lower wages, lower salaries, lower everything. They did 
not know what they were doing. 

Just as soon as that party came into power, on the 4th 
of March 1921, the party was honest enough to do exactly 
what it promised to do, and from March 4, 1921, until Sep
tember 1922, about 18 months, there was taken from cir
culation $100,000,000 per month. That made money scarce, 
made money high, and made prices low. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mme. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Okla

homa Yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BAILEY. Let me suggest to the Senator that the drop 

in farm prices in the year 1920 occurred, at least to the 
extent of 50 percent of it with respect to cotton and to
bacco, in the months of September and October--

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Of 1920. 
Mr. BATI..,EY. Or prior to the election. Let us get the 

facts. That is what I am endeavoring to get. From May 
to August 1920 price~ dropped until in September the price 
of cotton was around 20 cents, and by the time of the No
vember election cotton was about 15 cents a pound. I am 
just getting the data as to the time. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. This party's convention was 
held the 20th of June 1920. They adopted this platform 
plank on June 20, 1920. As the fall approached it was seen 
that the chances for success of the party in power sustaining 
itself were fading and the chances for success of the party 
that made this declaration we1·e improving. The smart 
speculators, knowing what would happen if the Republicans 
won that year, began to sell and prices began to go down, 

. and the drop did occur in the summer and fall of 1920, but 
after the platform declaration of the Republican Party at 
Chicago, June 20, 1920. 

Mr. BORAH. Mme. President---
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BORAH. When was it that the Federal Reserve 

Board met in Washington and resolved that they would 
deflate? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That was May 25, 1920. The 
matter of money is always a managed matter. That is the 
kind of money the people have had for 150 years-managed 
money. In May of 1920, in this body, the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois, Mr. McCormick, rose on the other side 
of the aisle and proposed a simple, innocent-looking resolu
tion calling on the Federal Reserve Board to advise the Sen
ate what plans the Board had for reducing prices and provid
ing money to take care of the crops of that year, the purpose 
being to get the Federal Reserve Board to make a statement 
of what they were going to do. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mme. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ok

lahoma yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I have not heard all of the Senator's 

argument. Does the Senator contend that a general rise in 
the price level would solve the farm problem? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma._ We had a general rise in 
the price level from 1933 until March of this year, and we 
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found prices gradually going up. Other things, of course, 
operated. I do not claim that the price level did it all; but 
I do claim that until we get the price level adjusted and 
stabilized it is not possible for anything else to be permanent; 
We cannot pass a tax bill, we cannot pass a tariff bill, we 
cannot pass appropriation bills, we cannot pass any kind of 
legislation that will be permanent until we have this yard
stick, the price level, fixed and stabilized. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. If I may be permitted to say so, I 
have always followed the Senator's arguments with a great 
deal of interest, for he has made a great contribution to the 
study of money. However, I am glad to hear him say that 
he does not believe that a mere rise in prices and change 
in the value of the dollar would solve the farm problem. 

We had a low price level in 1910; and at that time the 
national income was $28,000,000,000, of which the farmers 
had about 18 percent. 

By 1920 the national income had risen to $66,000,000,000, 
and the farmers got 2 percent less out of the national 
income than they got in 1910 under a low price level 

By 1921 the farmers proportion of the national income 
had dropped to a little more than 12 percent. 

By 1929, during the high price· rise under the so-called 
Hoover and Coolidge prosperity,- the farmers' income dropped 
to about 10 percent of the national income. 

So the higher the prices and the larger the national 
income, the less and less the farm.ers ·were gradually getting 
out of the national income. I am glad, therefore, that the 
Senator recognizes that other things than the increase of 
prices are involved in the distribution of income and wealth. · 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. - Mme. President, in this 
connection I desire to submit some figures. 

In 1929 we had a. high price level. That high price level 
produced a national income of $69,000,000,000. That high 
price level produced a value of farm property in the sum of 
$66,000,000,000. That high price level produced a farm in
come of $13,000,000,000. With that high price level, our 
exports in 1919 were $8,000,000,000. With that high price 
level, we had income of the Treasury-which means taxes 
collected-in the sum of $6,000,000,000. 

In 1932 we had a low price level Under that low price 
level the national income decreased to $39,000,000,000. The 
former amount of $69,000,000,000 was reduced to $39,000,-
000,000. The value of farm property under the high price
level of $66,000,000,000 was reduced under the low price level 
to $36,000,000,000. The farm income fell from $13,000,-
000,000 under the high price level to $5,000,000,000 under the 
low price level. The value of exports fell from $8,000,000,-
000 under the high price level to $1,600,000,000. The income 
of the Treasury fell from $6,000,000,000 under the high 
price level to $2,100,000,000 under the low price level. 

The country may take its choice. If the country wants 
a high national income, high farm values, high farm income, 
high exports, high income to the Treasury, then have a 
high price level. If it wants a low national income, low 
.value for farm property, low farm income, low exports, 
and low Treasury income, then go down to a low price 
level. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mme. President, may I interrupt the 
Senator again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma further yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Certainly. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I agree with the Senator that that 

premise is correct. However, we have found that while the 
farmers may have had higher prices on a higher price level, 
the proportion of the national income received by the farm
ers kept decreasing, due to other policies, so that on a low 
price level they had a greater share of the national income 
than they have had on a high price level, not due to the 
fact that prices had risen, but because there were other 
policies which had to do with the distribution of national 
income which interfered with the farmer getting his share. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.. I thank the Senator for his 
contribution to this discussion. The question now is, Who is 
going to fix the price level? Who is going to say whether 

we shall have a high price level, a medium price level, or a 
low price level? Whoever does that will perform a most 
important function. 

The Constitution says· that the Congress shall perform that 
function. The Congress has not done' it in 150 years, and 
apparently the Congress does not propose to do it. For· a 
long time it has been done indirectly by men behind the 
scenes. That power now is in the hands of various Federal 
agencies, and apparently they have not come to any agree
ment, because from 1933 to March of 1937 the price level 
has been going up and prices have been rising; from March 
to this date the price level has been going down, and prices 
have been falling. No one has passed upon the proposition; 
and I think it is high time that the Congress should enact 
legislation creating some Federal agency and suggesting to 
that Federal agency the proper point for the fixing of the 
price level, so that it will not hurt one class and help the 
other class too much; and then, when that price level is 
determined upon, stabilize that price level and prevent these 
depressions and so-called recessions. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mme. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Oklahoma further yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I might call attention to the fact that 

during the high prices from, say, 1923 to 1927, the statis.:. 
tics of the Department of Commerce show that income to 
the farmer dropped 40 percent, while by 1929, under a high
price level, the farmer got a. little over 10 percent of the na
tional income, which gradually dropped after 1929 to 1932, 
when the farmer got a little over '1 percent of the national 
income. 
· Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: A moment ago I made the 
statement that ·when we were on a gold basis; from 1920 to 
1932, the value of commodities fluctuated to the extent of 
102 cents to the dollar. In 1920 the dollar in terms of com~ 
modities was valued at 65 cents, which meant that prices 
were high. In 1932 in commodities measured by this index, 
on the average, the dollar was worth 167 cents, which meant 
that prices were low. That showed, a fluctuation in · com
modity. values of 102 cents in 12 years, at a time when we 
were on a gold basis, and the gold dollar did not change in 
size. I am contending that even though we have a gold 
standard, we can change the price level and not change the 
gold content of the dollar, and I shall prove that in just a. 
moment. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mme. Presiden~ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Okla

homa yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do. 
Mr. BAILEY. Before the Senabr leaves the subject mat

ter of extraordinary prices in the war period and the after
math, and the consequence or cau.Se, if he wishes to put it 
that way, of the increase by 100 percent of the money in 
circulation, I shoUld like to have him discuss what, if any, 
effect the war itself, and European buying, and the lending 
policy of this Government and the American people them
selves to consumers abroad had in bringing about those 
consequences. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Anyone must admit that our 
lending policy after the war had something to do with these 
high prices. There is no question about that. There is no 
question that the practice of foreigners buying our securities 
has an effect upon the price of securities. 

Mr. B.All.EY. They bought our wheat and our cotton in 
enormous quantities. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Of course, that is so. No 
one can deny that. 

Mr. BAILEY. That was abnormal. That was not an op
eration of the American Government. That was not a man
agement of money, was it? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I will reply to that in the 
language of the Federal Reserve Board in 1920, when they 
replied to the request in the McCormick resolution to state 
to the Senate what plans they had for bringing down these 
high prices. The Federal Reserve Board replied that their 
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plans were to do it through deflation; and they proceeded 
to state-and it is in the REcoRn-just what they were going 
to do. They were going to notify all the banks, "Quit mak
ing loans; not only quit making loans, but commence col
lecting the loans you already have out, and pay us, the 
Federal Reserve Board, the money that you owe us." 

Mr. BAILEY. I will corroborate that statement. I think 
our Attorney General at that time, Mr. A. Mitchell Palmer, 
instituted an investigation on account of the high prices 
of commodities. The Senator remembers that, does he not? 
Then we had the War Finance Corporation. That suspended 
operations at that time. That was in May 1920, was it not? 
But all of these consequences in the way of the extraor
dinary circulation of money, and the high commodity prices 
from 1916 to 1920, were at least directly related to the war 
condition and the immense European buying and the whole 
American lending policy. Am I not right about that? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I think the Senator is 
correct. 
· A moment ago I made the statement that we could change 
the price level or the value of the dollar and still not change 
the gold content of the dollar. Now I wish to explain what 
I meant by that statement. 

Today gold is valued in terms of currency at $35 an ounce. 
Today wheat is valued, for illustration only, at $1 per busheL 
Hence, an ounce of gold is worth 35 bushels of wheat. Today 
cotton is valued at 7 cents a pound. A bale of cotton weighs 
500 pounds. Hence a bale of cotton is valued today at $35 
a bale. It is my contention that we are able to increase the 
prices of wheat and cotton and other commodities without 
altering or modifying the present gold content of ·the dollar. 

Here is a simple formula: 
At this point I win read from a release of the Federal 

Reserve Board itself. The release "is dated November 9, and 
in this release is a quotation from a former release of 
October 23, and it is from that that I read. 

The Federal Reserve Board is discussing its credit policy 
and stating what it is going to do if prices should fall too 
much or should rise too much. I quote: 

I!, therefore, there is any indication that the recent recession 
might develop into a major economic depression, the administra
tion would certainly be ready With its corrective weapons, monetary 
and others. It can desterillze gold, reduce member bank reserve 
requirements, or engage in further open-market operations. 

There we have the declaration of the Federal Reserve 
Board itself as to what it can do to keep prices from going 
any lower. Open-market operations is the power of the 
Board to control the money in circulation. The Federal 
Reserve Board has the power to go into the open market and 
buy bonds to any extent it cares to, and pay for those bonds 
in currency. To -the extent it does that, it increases the 
currency in circulation. To the extent that it increaseS! the 
currency in circulation, to that extent the currency becomes 
cheaper, and to the same extent prices go higher. 

I believe we can :fix the price level at any point we see fit 
to :fix it and not make any change in the gold content of the 
dollar. Let it stand where it is, at 15.5 grains 0.9 :fine. 
I am not in favor of any change. It is not necessary to 
have any change. We can control the price level through 
these various powers the Federal Reserve have indicated, 
and as heretofore stated in the course of my remarks, being 
a catalog of what has been done and what is proposed to 
be done to influence the value of the dollar. 

The most powerful influence would be the open-market 
operations. Under this practice the Federal Reserve System 
would purchase United States bonds in the open market and 
would pay for them with Federal Reserve notes or their 
equivalent. Through such a practice the price of wheat and 
cotton could be raised to practically any desired figure. 

Does anyone doubt the statement that if the Federal 
Reserve Board should go into the open market and begin 
to buy bonds, with $37,000,000,000 of them outstanding, they 
could buy· one bill1on or ten billion or twenty billion or thirty 
billion dollars of bonds and put that much money in cir
culation; an<t U they did, what would be the price of wheat, 

< 
L - -· · 

or what would be the price of cotton? No one could tell, of 
course, but it must be admitted that so soon as we begin to 
put money into circulation, the money value is diluted, it 
becomes weaker, it will not buy as much. That means that 
prices rise, and to the extent that the Federal Reserve Board 
operates under open-market policies, to that extent prices 
will be increased. There is no trouble in raising the price 
of wheat to $2, or raising the price of cotton to 20 cents a 
pound. If the price of wheat were raised to $2 a bushel, how 
much would the ounce of gold be worth in terms of wheat? 
Now an ounce of gold is worth 35 bushels of wheat. If we 
raise the price of wheat, through open-market operations, 
to $2, then the ounce of gold would be worth only 17 Y2 
bushels of wheat. 

The price of cotton is now about 7 cents a pound. In· 
crease it to 14 cents a pound, or increa-se the price of cotton 
to any point seen fit, through open market operations, and 
the value of the ounce of gold would be decreased in terms 
of bales of cotton. Through a dilution of the money in 
circulation by the addition of new money, the prices not 
only of _wheat and cotton, but of all domestic commodities, 
would riSe. 

Through the inauguration of such a policy, and if such a 
policy should be continued, it would not be difficult to double 
the price not only of cotton and wheat, but of all com
modities. As I have said, if wheat should be increased from 
$1 per bushel to $2 per bushel, then the ounce of gold would 
not be worth 35 bushels of wheat, but would be worth only 
17% bushels. Likewise, the ounce of gold would not be 
worth one bale of cotton, but instead would be worth only 
one-half a bale; hence, it must be admitted by all who will 
make any sort of study of the money question that the value 
of gold per ounce may be fixed in terms of commodities at 
any point to promote the best interest of the country to be 
served. 

No one can take exception to the soundness of that state
ment. Yet there are high authorities of this Government 
which attempt to take exception to it. But the effect of 
.their acts is exactly contrary to their public statements. So 
long as any nation can protect the value of its monetary 
unit in a fixed amount of gold in foreign exchange, it may 
at the same time fix the value of such monetary unit in 
terms of domestic commodities at any point it may deem to 
be in the best interests of its people. 

Mr. BORAH. Mme. President, will the Senator Yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I Yield. 
Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator believe that the Federal 

Reserve Board has sufficient power over this subject to deal 
effectively with it now in the interest of an increase of 
prices? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Most certainly I do not be· 
lieve they have sufficient power. The agency which handles 
money should have all the power over money. The agency 
which regulates the value of the dollar should have all the 
power the Congress has, and Congress has all power over 
money. So, in order to deal with this problem, the Con
gress should exercise its power by delegating it to some 
Federal agency. Congress cannot do the thing itself . . We 
cannot go into these matters and handle rediscount rates 
and open-market operations. Our committees are too busy; 
they have not the time or the facilities. There should be 
created a Federal agency, and to that agency there should 
be delegated all power over money. 

As I have said on other occasions, we now have four or 
five or six Federal agen.cies having some power over money. 
The Federal Reserve Board does not have all power over the 
value of money, but it has some power. Before it can exer
cise that power, it has to call in five agents of the 12 Fed· 
eral Reserve banks and get their permission to act; and I 
am agaillSt that provision of the law. 

When this rna tter is settled there will be one Federal 
agency, and I favor the Federal Reserve Board being the 
agency. It cannot be any other~ We have heard it said 
that we should have a monetary authority newly created, 
but that cannot be. If we create a new Federal monetary 
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authority, we must give that new authority all power over 
money. If we do that, we must take away the power the 
Federal Reserve Board now has over money, and that would 
destroy the present Federal Reserve Board, and there is no 
occasion for creating a new monetary authority when we 
have a Federal Reserve Board which has some power and 
could exercise more power if it bad the power and had a 

- mandate to govern it in the exercise of the power. 
I think the Federal Reserve Board should have all the 

power the Congress has over money, with a mandate, which 
mandate could be changed from time to time by the Con
gress if the Congress saw fit to do so. I think the mandate 
should be that the Federal Reserve Board should be created 
into a monetary authority, a Federal agency. The Federal 
Reserve Board is not now a Federal agency; it is a private 
agency. The building on Constitution Avenue in which 
it lives and functions is not a Federal building; it is a 
private building, erected out of the profits from the Federal 
Reserve System. The gentlemen who occupy those offices, 
and the 350 or more employees, are not paid by the Federal 
Government; they are paid by the System, through a tax 
upon the banks, out of the profits of the Federal Reserve 
System. 

I favor changing that board into a Federal agency, called 
. the Monetary Authority. Then I favor fixing the policy of 
this Nation over money, fixing the price level at, say, 100, 
as shown by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and direct the 
Federal Reserve Board to adjust the value of the dollar to 
that price level, and keep the price level stable, as nearly 
as is l;mmanly possible. 

Mr. BORAH. I understand the absolute necessity for 
legislation in order to effectuate what the Senator desires. 
There are no agencies now which could accomplish what 
the Senator thinks should be accomplished. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Absolutely not. Yet we are 
150 years old, supposed to be an intelligent Nation, and the 
-Congress is supposed to be composed of intelligent Mem
bers, but they will not even listen to a discussion that has 
to do with the most important question confronting the 
people. 

We sit here and see the price level change, and every time 
it goes up a point property values go down $4,000,000,000. 
It has gone up eight · points in 8 months, and property 
values have fallen at least $4,000,000,000 for every point, 
which makes $32,000,000,000. Reports I have from re
sponsible authorities show that there has been that much 
loss on the New York Stock Exchange alone. 

In March I introduced a bill to adjust this matter. I in
troduced a bill proposing to transform the Federal Reserve 
Board into a monetary authority. I did the best I could to 
state the proper policy for the Government. In the bill I 
gave my interpretation of the standards by which they 
should fix the value of the dollar. Then I directed them to 
follow those standards and adjust the value to that fixed 
point, and thereafter to keep the dollar stable in terms of 
commodities. • 

In the bill I propose to give the monetary authority all 
power over money the Congress has, and then hold them 
responsible. I regret to say that I knew I could not get any 
results from the Banking and Currency Committee, and not 
desiring to introduce a bill and put it in cold storage forever, 
I asked that the bill be referred to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. That is the committee out of which 
the other monetary amendment came. The other monetary 
amendment has been followed by the nations of the world. 
General Hugh Johnson stated that such enactment was the 
most brilliant single accomplishment of the Roosevelt 
administration. 

I desire to get results because I am convinced the question 
of the value of money is the most important question pend
ing before the Congress, before the Nation, and before the 
world. The United States is the leader for the world, 
whether or not we know it. We cannot avoid it. What 
we do or what we fail to do is reflected throughout the world. 

Desiring to get action, I had the bill referred to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. A subcommittee was 
appointed and held hearings, and I exhibit here to the Sen
ate a copy of the transcript of the hearings, a volume of 
something like 300 pages. 

In the consideration of the farm bill it was agreed by the 
committee that the committee report should embrace a 
statement of the committee's opinion about the relation of 
money to prices. As a result, the last eight pages of the 
committee report are devoted to this one . question. I did 
not ask the committee to incorporate my bill as an amend
ment to the farm bill. Unless this idea can gain support 
there would be no obJect in ·bringing it out in the form of a 
bill. There would be no object in adding it as a separate 
title to the farm bill. So I did not ask that it be incorpo
rated as a part of the bill. I preferred to bring it out in the 
committee report, and I preferred to explain the need for 
such legislation here on the floor of the Senate. 

Mme. President, I now move that the Committee on 
-Agriculture and Forestry be discharged from the further 
consideration of Senate bill 1990, for the ·regulation and 
stabilization of agricultural and commodity . prices through 
the regulation and stabilization of the value of the dollar, 
pursuant to the power conferred on the Congress by para
graph 5 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution, and for 
other purposes, and that the bill, together with a copy of the 
report on Senate bill 2787, and the hearings on Senate bill 
1990, held by the subcommittee of the Committee on Agri:.. 
culture and Forestry, be referred to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency for its consideration. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mme. President, I wish to ask the Senator 
from Oklahoma if he does not think it w·ould be better to 
try to get the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry to 
report the bill favorably, and then if it shall be thought 
wise, let the bill be referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mme. President, 5 years 
ago we took a course which brought results. Even after the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry had in substance rec
ommended the amendment, the Committee on Banking and 
Currency contended that under the rules of the Senate it 
had jurisdiction over the subject matter. We must all con
cede that the Committee on Banking and Currency does 
have jurisdiction of this matter. It was not my purpose in 
asking to have the bill originally referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry that that committee should ex
ercise full jurisdiction over the subject matter. It was my 
plan to do something through that committee which could 
not be done through the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency. The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry has 
now investigated, and that committee has submitted its re
port. It is proper now for the Committee on Banking and 
Currency to take jurisdiction, and act upon the recommen
dation of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. If 
the Committee on Banking and Currency refuses to consider 
the subject matter upon the recommendation of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, then it will be time for 
the Committee on Agriculture and. Forestry to take further 
steps in the matter. I think that answers the inquiry of 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the mo
tion of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAs] that the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry be discharged from 
the further consideration of Senate bill 1990, and that the 
bill be referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
together with the report on Senate bill 2787, and the hear
ings of the Subcommittee of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry on Senate bill 1990 ... 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mme. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point as a part of my remarks an article entitled "Planned 
Deflation Succeeds Too Well; Says Barrows," published in 
American Banker of Wednesday, December 1, 1937. 
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There being no objection, the article was ordered to be 

printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
PLANNED DEFLATION SucCEEDs Too WELL, SAYS BARRows-PROVIDENCE 

BANK STATISTICIAN TRACES STEPS IN DEFLATION AND MoVES TO 
CHECK PRESENT DECLINE 
PRoVIDENCE, R. 1., November 30.-In a recent talk to Providence 

businessmen Fred B. Barrows, statistician of the Rhode Island 
Hospital Trust Co., pointed out that planned deflation was suc
ceeding too well. . 

"For some 4 years we have been living in a planned economy,'' 
Mr. Barrows said. "First, we had planned infiation; now we are 
experiencing planned deflation. No one now questions but that 
the devaluation of the dollar, the forced expansion of bank credit 
through sale of deficit-created <rovernment bonds, the pump prim
ing, and such like were steps in a plan for infiation, or, as its 
proponents preferred to call it, reflation. That it was successful 
is indicated by the sharp rise in commodity prices and stocks from 
1933 to 1936 and by the recovery of business from a deep depres
sion to a level above normal. 

A TIMETABLE OF DEFLATION 
"The first of the deflationary, or shall we say counter-deflationary, 

steps was the 50-percent increase in member bank reserve require
ments ordered by the Federal Reserve Board July 14, 1936, effective 
August 15. The purpose was to remove some of the as yet un
kindled fuel for the fires of infiation, but its effectiveness was 
vitiated by a continued huge infiow of gold from abroad. Accord
ingly, on Deceml>er 21, 1936, the second deflationary step was taken 
in the formation of the gold sterilization policy, by means of which 
incoming gold would be kept out of member bank reserves. This 
was quickly followed on January 30, 1937, by the announcement of 
a further increase in member bank reserve requirements to the 
legal limit, one-half to become effective March 1 and the other May 
1. About a month later the S. E. C. placed further restrictions on 
stock trading by extending its 55-percent margi.n requirements 
to cover dealings of brokers and dealers for the purpose of elimi
nating 'shoe-string traders• and discouraging speculative trading. 

"As a consequence of the increase in member bank reserve re
qui.rements, New York City banks began early in July 1936 to 
sell Government securities and kept steadily at it, week after 
week until about 7 weeks ago, reducing their portfolio of govern
ments in 15 months by $1,408,000,000 and their holdings of 'other 
securities' by $146,000,000, or a total of $1,554,000,000. This proved 
virtually a necessary measure to place them in a position to meet 
withdrawals by out-of-town banks and to build up thei.r own 
reserves to the level which would be requi.red by the expected 
regulations. How closely they reckoned is revealed by the fact 
that in August 1937, despite the huge amount of funds raised by 
the security liquidation, thei.r excess reserves fell to the negligible 
figure of $40,000,000. 

BANK CREDIT CONTRACTED 
"This sale of one billion and a half of securities was a mighty 

deflationary force and as a result bank credit contracted, whereas 
previously for several years it had been expanding at a furious 
rate because of the funding of Government deficits. Also de
flationary, by comparison, was the absence in 1937 of anything 
like the veterans' bonus of $1,760,000,000 which was paid in the 
summer of 1936. Furthermore, the <rovernment, through heavier 
taxation, particularly the social security taxes, reached a point 
this year where it is taking in slightly more than it is paying 
out, which resulted in deflating (in a modest degree, to be sure) 
instead of, as in the 3 previous years, violently inflating the Na
tion's credit. Another depressing factor was the rapid succession 
of wage increases obtained by an aggressive labor leadership with 
more or less Government support. If these wage increases were 
passed on in increased prices, consumer resistance developed and 
volume fell, as was notably the case in the building industries; 
if they were absorbed, profit margins shrunk. 

"As a consequence of these defiationary moves, there was a mild 
tightening of money rates. Ninety-day acceptances rose from the 
extreme low of ~ percent to a peak of nine-sixteenths, and 
commercial paper from % percent to 1 percent, but nothing 
which by any stretch of the imagination could be called 'tight 
money' developed, and these steps did not appear to be having 
the desired effect of stopping the runaway rise in commodity 
prices or of curbing the speculative fever in stocks. Something 
more direct seemed to be called for. And so on April 2 President 
Roosevelt startled the world by declaring that steel and copper 
prices were too high, that the expansion in durable-goods in
dustries had outstripped that of light industries, and that the 
Government would henceforth discourage Federal spending in the 
assistance of heavy-goods industries. Three weeks later in a letter 
to the president of the Civil Service Commission he warned against 
speculation in stocks, bonds, or coinmodities by <rovernment em
ployees, and a few days thereafter, at a press conference, said this 
was good advice for everybody. (Certainly the sequel has proved 
it to be.) 

COli/IMODITY PRICES DECLINED 
"There was an immediate reaction to these utterances through

out the world. Copper, then 17 cents, dropped almost imme
diately and has continued downward until it now sells at 11 
cents. Rubber, selling at around 27 cents, has dropped to 15 
cents, and Moody's daily average of staple commodity prices has 
declined 35 percent and is still falling. The stock market reached 
its peak on March 10, but it did not su1Ier its sharpest decline 

until after the President's pronouncement on the subject of stock 
speculation. The deflationary forces set in motion by various 
moves recounted accumulated strength as they progressed. 
Finally, they i.mpinged upon a stock market made extraordinarily 
thin by New Deal regulations and the climax came in a 57-point 
drop in the industrial stock averages dUring the 6 weeks following 
Labor Day, causing a rude awakening from the Nation's dream of 
inflation. 

"But, long before this, <rovernment authorities recognized that 
they had put the brakes on too hard. A prophetic cartoon pub
lished last May showed the President in the driver's seat of an 
automobile jamming on the brakes while his fellow passengers, 
business and speculation, went through the windshield. The 
first outward manifestation of deflation came in a 4- to 5-point 
drop in Government bond prices in March. At this juncture, 
apparently under the Eccles philosophy of 'vigorous Government 
intervention with all the power at its command to deal directly 
with the causes that might endanger the progress of a stable and 
enduring recovery,' the first steps were taken to counteract the 
previous deflationary moves so far as their effect on the bond 
market was concerned, and more recently further steps have been 
taken to offset the depressing effects in other phases of our domestic 
economy. 

"First, the Treasury bought in the open market, during the month 
of March, $119,000,000 of Government securities for its various 
trust funds, which was from 6 to 10 times as much as are nor
mally purchased in any 1 month. Then the Federal Reserve 
banks purchased in March and April $200,000,000 of Government 
bonds, selling short-term Government notes as a partial offset, but 
increasing the total portfolio by $96,000,000, the first increase since 
November 1933. This apparently accomplished its purpose of stop
ping the decline in bond prices, which have subsequently stabilized 
at a level above the April lows. · 

THE AUGUST li/IONEY SQUEEZE 
"The March-to-June decline in the stock market was too mod

erate and orderly to call for any special governmental action, but 
a pinch in the money market in August as excess reserves in 
New York City approached the vanishing point again brought the 
administration into action. This took the form of a reduction ot 
one-half percent in the rediscount rates at all 12 Federal Reserve 
banks, the rate at New York being lowered to 1 percent, the 
lowest level ever established by any central bank in the history 
of the world. This step was followed on September 12 by the 
desterilization of $300,000,000 of gold and the announcement that 
the Federal Reserve banks would purchase short-term Govern
ments during the fall in an amount sufficient to offset the sea
sonal increase in monetary circulation. Two weeks later, Septem
ber 26, the discount rules were liberalized, making installment 
paper eligible collateral for member-bank borrowing, and shortly 
after that a ruling was made assuring banks that they could 
always borrow 100 percent of the face value of their Government 
securities, regardless of the market price. So liberal have the 
Federal Reserve bank discount rules been made that one writer 
says that banks can now roll up their rugs and borrow on them. 
These steps seem to have been effective in preserving an extraordi
narily stable market for Government and high-grade corporate 
bonds throughout the hectic developments in the stock market 
since Labor Day; in fact, recently <rovernment bonds have turned 
up and currently are at the highest points since the middle of 
August. 

STEPS TOWARD REFLATION 
"Another step-and the first obviously intended to assist the 

stock market--was the lowering of the margin requirements by the 
Federal Reserve Board from 55 percent to 40 percent and the placing 
of a new 50-percent margin requirement on short sales, these rules 
tending to make it harder to sell short and easier to buy or hold 
securities. Further developments of counterdeflationary import 
include: Revision of undistributed-profits and capital-gains taxes, 
now proposed by Congress; resumption of open-market operations 
by the Federal Reserve banks; adoption by President Roosevelt of a 
conciliatory tone toward business; the offering of an olive branch 
by the administration to the utilities; the proposal of a program 
to stimulate building construction in a big way. These moves, as 
yet seem ineffective in stopping the deflation just as contrary moves 
last spring seemed for a time powerless to curb inflation. But the 
longer record reveals conclusively that an incipient boom was 
squelched by a series of moves which did not include the use in 
any important degree of the time-honored weapon of 'tight money.' 
Governor Eccles, of the Federal Reserve Board, said on March 15: 
'I do not believe that sharp price rises in certain basic commodi
ties should be controlled at this stage of the recovery by a restrictive 
money policy. • • • The upward spi.ral of wages and prices 
into inflationary price levels can be as disastrous as the downward 
spiral of deflation. If such a condition should develop, the <rovern
ment should intervene in the public interest by taking such action 
as is necessary to correct the abuses.' He seems to have proved 
his point. 

"It is not likely that any of the planners expected such a collapse 
in the stock market as has occurred or a severe set-back in busi
ness, but economic forces once set in motion gather increasing 
force and cannot be reversed at will. There is always a substantial 
time lag between cause and effect. We are now feeling some of 
the effects of deflationary steps taken 9 months or more ago. We 
_may not experience the reaction frGm recent infiationary steps for 
several months to come. But the administration can claim little 
credit for nipping a boom in the bud if severe deflation and pro-
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longed depression sho~ld be the ultimate price required, and so it 
will be interesting to see what further steps may ·be taken to 
stimulate recovery and how effective they, or those steps already 
taken, will prove to be." 

Mr. LEE obtained the floor. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 
Adams Chavez Johnson, Calif. 
Andrews -Clark Johnson, Colo. 
Ashurst Connally King . 
A us tin Copeland La Follette 
Bailey Davis Lee 
Bankhead Dieterich Lodge 
Barkley Donahey Logan 
Berry Ellender Lonergan 
BUbo Frazier Lundeen 
Borah George Mc~doo 
Bridges Gerry McCarran 
Brown. Mich. Gibson McGill 
Brown. N.H. Gillette McKellar 
Bulkley Glass McNary 
Bulow Graves l'.!aloney 
Burke Green Moore 
Byrd Hale Norris 
Byrnes Harrison Nye 
Capper Hayden O'Mahoney 
Caraway Hitchcock Overton 

Pepper 
- Pittman 

Pope 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Schwellenbach 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Thomas, Okla.. 
Thomas, Utah 
Townsend 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
White · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-nine Senators hav
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. LEE. Mme. President, I · wish to discuss first the 
background leading up to the question which now confronts 
us, then the bill, and then an amendment in the· nature of 
a substitute which I propose to offer at the end of my 
remarks. 

Oklahoma has ranked as high as second in the production 
of wheat; her average rank for the past 10 years has been 
·third in the production of ·wheat, sixth in the production of 
cotton, and twentieth in the production of corn. So it can 
·readily be seen that we from Oklahoma are interested in all 
three of these commodities. We do not produce any tobacco 
or rice. Therefore I am not attempting to offer a substitute 
affecting those two commodities. 

While I was not born in Oklahoma, I got there as soon 
afterward as I could. Oklahoma was first opened up as 
the Indian Territory. My family moved there when I was 
3 years old. Then the western strip was opened, and the 
first time I remember ever seeing the western part of the 
State I was looking out of the rear end of a covered wagon. 
The old hound dog was trotting under the coupling pole 
and her tongue was pointing west. We went farther west 
when the strip was opened, dug a hole in the ground and 
lived in it, and called it a dugout. So did thousands of 
others. 

The opening of Oklahoma was the land-vent method 
employed by the Government in attempting to solve the 
depression of 1893. By the land-vent method, the opening 
up of new lands to settlement, it was sought to drain off the 
unemployed, to drain off the disinherited who had accumu
lated in the already settled sections of the country. In 
fact, every depression until the last has been postponed, 
though not solved, by the land-vent method-by opening 
new frontiers and allowing those without jobs to go out 
and take up land. 

I saw them come to Oklahoma when they were young and 
strong. Their blood was red and their step was quick. 
There was a gleam of hope in their eyes. I saw them dig 
into the ground and make homes called dugouts. I saw 
them cut the timber in eastern Oklahoma and build cabins 
and live in them. I saw them live in tents. I saw one en
tire town of tents which is now a considerable city. They 
had farm.s then, they lived on alkali water and white gravy 
in order to hold those farms, to improve them, and to settle 
them. They pioneered. They weathered the drought of 
pioneer years in order that they might have homes to 
shelter them in their old age. Today they are farmers 
without farms and homesteaders without homes. The spark 
of fire in their eyes has died. Some of them have given 
up hope. Most of them are old now, looking for a pension 
to keep them alive until old age shall take them away. 

How did they -lose those farms? They were lost in the 
same ·way that farms were lost . iri the other States prior to 
that time. There are four main reasons why they lost their 
farms. One was because of taxes on the farm, the home
stead tax. Some States are making progress toward a 
homestead exemption to answer that reason for the 1~ 
of homes. 

Another reason for the loss of homes was the high inter
est rates . on the - loans which. the farmers had to pay iii 
order to secure equipment and seed, and so on, with which 
to start a farm on ·160 acres of raw land. -

The tlliid reason they lost their homes and farms was the 
lowered -yields resulting 'from soil erosion. We are fighting 
that problem, as well as trying to lower the interest rat-es, 
and have· done something in that direction. 

But the· most· important reason why they lost their homes, 
as affects our consideration of the problem today at least, 
was because of low selling and high buying, because the 
commodities they sold brought too little and the commod
ities they bought cost too much. 
· Mine. President, have ·you considered the farmer today? 
I have in mind the real John Brown dirt farmer, not the 
farmers who farm the farmer, but the farmers who farm 
the soil. TOday my colleague [Mr. THoMAs of Oklahoma] 
has told the Senate what a high percentage of them are 
tenants, particularly in the cotton-producing sections of the 
United· States. Their children work in the "fields; they can.:. 
not go to school. . This tinie of the iear their lia:rids are like 
iit£le claws· that -bleed; they . chap and crack open. They 
cannot stop, though; they must work, for it takes the whole 
family, working full time, in order to eke out a bare sub
sistence. Perhaps they have a ramshackle Ford in which 
they move from place to place. ·They are nomads; they 
have no homes. The peasants of Europe have their huts, 
but the cotton farmers of America have not where to lay 
their heads. They move on from year to year. It may be 
that they move in a covered wagon; they used to do so. 
They live in shacks which oftentimes are not fit to house the 
livestock they work. That is the farmer today in the cotton
growing sections. 

Other farmers may be a little better off, but the general 
average is pretty low. They are fortunate if they are able 
to enjoy a picture show once a week. They take their baths 
not in a bathtub, but in an old tin washtub. Their clothes, 
although they produce enough cotton to clothe the world, 
are too ragged to keep out the cold. 

What happened to the farmer? Early in the history of 
this Nation the furnace fires of the industries of the East 
began to dazzle Congress, and Congress began to smile on 
the factory and to frown on the farm. It was argued then, 
and with good logic. that if we were to be a great nation we 
must have industries, and if we were to have industries we 
must protect the new industries from the competition of 
Europe; therefore, we must establish tariff walls for their 
protection. That was accepted with the full belief and un
derstanding that those tariff walls, when our industrial insti
tutions were on a firm footing, would be lowered, if not re
moved entirely; but exactly the opposite is what happened. 
The higher the tariff walls went, the stronger became the 
Industrial group; and the higher the tariff walls went. It was 
~. never-ending circle, and the farmer began to feel the dif
ference. He continued to sell in the world market in compe
tition with the Hindu of India, in competition with the Hot
tentot of the islands, in competition with the pauperized 
labor of the world. He had to sell his commodities in the 
world market and had to buy in a protected market. He 
was on "the plowed ground," so to speak. I presmne most 
Senators know what I mean when I make that statement. 
When a farmer hitches up a five-horse gang plow one of the 
horses has to walk on the plowed ground, and if he is al
lowed to remain in that position he will wear out. So it is 
necessary to change the horses and put another one on the 
plowed ground once in a while. But the farmer has been left 
walking on the plowed ground since the beginning of this 
Nation; he is still on the plowed ground, and he is about to . 
give out. 
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With the raising of the tariff wall his conditio~ became 

worse. He is, however, a game fellow, and he sought to im
prove his condition by increasing his production. He went in 
debt for power machinery and became a victim of his own 
efforts. The more he produced the cheaper became the price 
of his commodity. It was a never-ending circle. He is still 
buying in a protected market and selling in the world market. 

He was once the sinew and bone of America. Today he is 
walking the highways asking for a job on relief or asking 
somebody, who is perhaps the owner of a farm, for a chance 
to try to scratch a living out of that farm. 

In Oklahoma we have oil volcanoes that sometimes abso
lutely darken the sky. Once I saw one which sprayed the 
windshield of an automobile 18 miles away so that it had to 
be wiped off every few minutes. Yet the greatest wealth of 
Oklahoma is in the first 6 inches of the soil-agriculture. 
Therefore, we are confronted with the necessity of doing 
something about the difference between the industrial inter- · 
ests of AmerJ.ca and the farmer. 

We have no more new lands today. Therefore we cannot 
solve the problem by open.iDg new tenitories and draining 
off the unemployed. ConsequentlY, we must face the prob
lem and solve it. 

As my· colleague has just stated, in 1920 a group of financial 
masters met in the United States and decided that dollars 
were too cheap, that they would make fewer dollars and 
make them more dear. Farm commodities were too high in 
price, they said, so they would change the dollar and control 
the value of the commodity. I agree with my colleague_ that 
it is difficult to stabilize the income of the farmer by trying 
to stabilize the commodity and let the dollar be controlled 
by private interests. The two together control the net in
come of the farmer. Control one and leave the private 
interests controlling the other, and we make the farmer the 
goat. Therefore I agree with my colleague on that point. 

In 1920. the depression started. How was it done? It was 
done by changing the rediscount rules on paper so that a 
little bank in my State could not rediscount Liberty bonds 
and get money on them. John Brown would come into a 
little bank and say, "I have to have some money." The 
banker would say, "I will have to foreclose on that note of 
yours that I already hold. I have a $100 mortgage on your 
wheat crop." Brown would say, "But my wheat crop is not 
ready to harvest." That did not make any difference. That 
little bank had to fold up, and the larger banks all over the 
country had to fold up because of the changing of that policy. 

I believe in the Constitution. I even believe in that part 
which some people think constitutes the whole Constitution, 
that we cannot take property without due process of law. 
Does anyone believe that when the dollar was so changed 
and property was foreclosed, that was taking property by 
due process of law? I borrowed on my farm one bushel of 
wheat and when my debt came due I had to pay back six 
bushels of wheat. That is in terms of the farmers' language. 
I borrowed money when wheat was $1.50 a bushel and when 
I paid it ba.ck I was selling wheat at 24 cents a bushel at my 
little country market. I borrowed one and paid back six, 
and that is what the farmer was doing. Consequently, the 
banks foreclosed on his property. 

Senators, if you were members of an American jury, I 
would submit to you the question whether it is taking prop
erty by due process of law when a financial group can create, 
by a financial coup, a dishonest dollar that takes away a 
man's property. I do not think so. In any event the farmer 
was foreclosed. 

H we could give the farmer parity on his commodity-at 
least, his share of the American market-that would have a 
stabilizing influence both on the dollar and on the commod
ity, because that is what parity means. It means a com
parison. It means that a bushel of wheat shall have the 
same buying power today, in comparison with the cost of 
commodities the farmer has to buY, that it had in the period 
between 1909 and 1914. That would have a leveling influence. 

I never was one who favored mere cost of production. I 
. think a man ought to get more than cost of production. I 

never favored just a living wage. I do not think a man oug~t 

to work all his life for his living. It makes me think of the 
toughest piece of luck I ever heard of....:...Of the old guy who 
was working for his board and lost his appetite. [Laughter .J 
Cost of production ought to have a "plus" on it. It ought 
to be more than cost of production. Of course, cost of pro
duction is difficult to detennine, yet I suppose it could be 
determined. 

Our trouble is not overproduction but underconsumption. 
On my place in Oklahoma today I need barbed wire; I need 
paint; I need lumber; I need harness. There is hardly any 
end to what I need, and as soon as the income from the 
farm will justify I shall buY it. What is true of me is true 
of every other farmer. Whether he is operating his farm 
directly by hired labor or tenant, it is true all over the coun
try. It is not a question of overproduction but of poor 
distribution. I used to know an old fellow who illustrated 
the idea some folks have of the situation. He had the most 
whiskers I ever saw on the face of a human being. They 
hung down like a long mattress below his face, but the top of 
his head was as bald and as slick as an egg, I looked at him 
and said, "That is just our situation today-overproduction 
and poor distributicn." [Laughter .1 

I never did believe in the overproduction angle of the sit
uation. I think if every hungry mouth in the United States 
were fed today, it would take care of any so-called overpro
duction. If every ill -clad body were well clothed, it would 
knock such a hole in our cotton surplus that it would make 
it look like a snowball on the east steps of the Capitol next 
July. No; Mr. President, it is not overproduction. We are 
working on the wrong end of the problem when we work on 
that end of it. We ought to work on the end of stimUlating 
the buying power of the consumer and giving him a chance 
to coilSUme. 

Let us see what brought the last depression to its final 
climax. I know a farmer who lives on the edge of my home 
town of Norman. He buys and sells cowhides. He took to 
Oklahoma City, as good a market as any, 127 cowhides and 
sold them and went to buy one set of tug harness. It took all 
he got for 127 cowhides and $9 additional cash to buy one 
set of tug harness. I understand it takes about one and one
half hides to make a good set of tug harness. When he 
reached that point he had to quit buying harness that he 
was depending on cattle hides to buY. 

It reached the point where it took 600 bushels of wheat to 
buy a Peter Shutler wagon. Ordinarily it takes a little over 
100 or possibly 200 bushels of wheat to buy such a wagon, 
It reached the point where it took 3 bales of cotton to buy 
an ordinary old-fashioned walking cultivator. ·So the 'farmer 
stopped buying. He had to stop. When he stopped buying, 
the merchant stopped selling. When the merchant stopped 
selling, the wholesaler stopped selling. When the wholesaler 
stopped selling, of course, he stopped buying, and when he 
stopped buying the manUfacturer had to stop manufacturing. 
So the wheels stopped turning and the wage earners started 
hitchhiking and the depression was on. 

The place to start the cure is at the place where the trouble 
began. That is with the farmer. That is exactly what this 
administration did when it had an opportunity. It started 
relief where the trouble really began. It began sending money 
out to the forks of the creek and out to the country. Before 
this administration came into power an effort was made, 
and I believe a sincere effort, by the preceding administra
tion. They set up the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 
Its purpose was to finance the big factories, the banks, and 
the big concerns with the hope that they could keep going. 
It was not loans they needed. What they needed was cash 
customers. The loans did not help them any. If one goes 
to oil a cultivator, where does he put the oil? Does he pour 
it all over the top of the tongue? Certainly not. He has to 
get the grease where the squeak is. So they had to get the 
grease where the squeak was, and that was in the hands of 
the farmer. 

It is the same old philosophy, the two schools of thought, 
and sometimes I wonder if one of them is thought. One 
believes in taking care of the big fellow on the theory that 
he will take care of the little fellow. The other believes in 
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taking care of the little fellow and that the big fellow will 
then take care of himself. We cannot pour in at the top 
and expect that it will trickle down. It never reaches the 
place it is intended to reach when that philosophy is 
followed. 

When this administration came into power it had to 
change that philosophy .. Times kept getting worse. We had 
soup lines. In many places the soup lines lasted longer than 
the soup. The grass in the parks was rolled down by the 
farmers who had come to town to see if they could get some
thing, while at home the little women were waiting to see 
if the mail would bring them a check to afford them some 
relief. 

Things kept getting worse until one morning we picked up 
the newspaper and read that the banks in Arkansas had 
closed. The next day we read that they had closed in Cali
fornia. Minnesota declared her bank holiday, and then 
followed Michigan, Ohio, and New York. Little knots of 
grim-faced men met on the street corners and whispered to 
each other, "What is going to happen? What will happen 
to our Government? Will it stand?" 

In that dark hour, out of the ranks of the people there 
rose a clear, clarion voice calling the people, not of one party 
but the patriots of America, to a crusade against selfishness, 
a crusade to place human rights above property rights. Of 
course, that spells but one name-Roosevelt-and when he 
came in, he came in acting. He started getting out ·the 
money. At that time, if I am to believe the report I saw, 
10 percent of the families of . the United States owned 9Q 
percent of the Nation's wealth. Money is the blood of the 
body politic and is just as essential as human blood is to 
the physical body. It is necessary to keep the circulation of 
money going. 

There · are two blood streams in the body. One carries 
the blood to the heart, and the other carries the blood from 
the heart. Those two blood streams must be equal. If 
they are not equal there is congestion, and the body suffers. 
Why were they not equal in the body politic? Because 
the money we sent from the agricultural Southwest to the 
the industrial, financial East was greater than the amount 
that came back. The amount we paid for all we bought 
was spent for protected products, and there was an un
balancing all the time. We carried it for a while. 

You know, when you are trying to grow a young bull, 
and you want his horns pretty, you want them to come down 
just so, you put a little weight out on the end of each of 
the horns. The weight is hardly noticeable from one 
day to the other, but as time goes on, the horns are bowed 
down. 

The difference in price between what we bought and what 
we sold was little, but as time went on it bowed the back 
of the fann until finally it broke with the load. The two 
blood streams were not equal. We did not get enough for 
what we produced, and we paid too much for what we 
bought. The result was financial congestion in the indus
trial East, a financial blood clot at the heart. 

What was the remedy? Break up the congestion. In 
other words, there had been a fast game of hull-gull, and 
the big boys had all the chestnuts, and before the game 
could go on we had to redistribute the chestnuts; and that 
is exactly what we did. We set up the Government force
pumps. We began to send out checks to the farmers at 
the for~s of the creek. We began to send them out to the 
grass roots, and then those checks began to come to town; 
and when the checks commenced to come to town, then 
the merchants began to order from the factories. The 
wheels started their low hum again, and the hitch-hikers 
commenced to get back their jobs, and that is what changed 
the worst depression in the history of the world back to 
the road toward recovery, at least-getting money, buying 
power, in the hands of the farmer. 

I tell you now, when prosperity comes back in a full 
measure to America, it will come back through the bam 
door. 

We are already being given the prod down here, trying 
to stampede us into a retreat, trying to give us the tax-

repeal jitters. If you think I am burning up with a passion 
to repeal corporation taxes before I take care of the farmer, 
you are mistaken about it. Imagine creating a synthetic 
depression to try to put us into a stampede and jam that 
thing through! For 150 years the farmer was discriminated 
against, and here in a few months' time the corporations 
are trying to wedge in a claim that they have ahead of the 
farmer. No; it is trying to start again at the wrong end. 

One time a fellow wanted to get to a certain railroad 
station on time, and he was afraid the train he was on might 
be late, and he just had to get there. He went to the con
ductor and gave him a little nip of his toddy, and he said, 
"Conductor, I have just got to make that next station." The 
conductor said~ "All right." The man looked at his watch 
as the train passed another station, and he saw that they 
were running a little behind, and he went to the conductor 
again and said, "Conductor, I want to make that station. 
Here is another little drink." Then, a little while later, he 
gave the conductor another drink. He did it two or three 
times. Finally they got to the station, and they got there 
late. The fellow was very much discouraged; and as he 
walked past the engine where the engineer was, he looked 
up to the engineer and said, "You are no good. Vve are late." 
The engineer said, "Buddy, you oiled the train at the wrong 
end." [Laughter.] 

This effort to overcome the present recession by repealing 
taxes is oiling the train at the wrong end. It is not tax
repeal that is needed, it is cash customers. That is what we -
are trying to provide by getting buying power into the hands 
of the greatest buying public, the farmers, 31,000,000 persons, 
representing over 6,000,000 farm families. I want to tell you 
now that if the farmers had parity today, I believe everyone 
of the 6,000,000 farmers needs at least one hired hand, and 
some of them more. That would mean taking care of 
6,000,000 unemployed men today, if the farmers had parity, 
and they would put them to work; and when they put them 
to work, what would they put them to work doing? Repair
ing; and that calls for more products, and that would set 
the farmers to buying, and that would start the wheels 
turning again. 

If there is any injustice in any of these taxes that we did 
not have in mind when we passed them and it is· working 
any particular hardship, certainly it is our intention and 
purpose, when the right time comes, to make such correc
tion; but let us take things as they come in the normal 
sequence, and that means that we are to give the farmer 
some relief now. · 

I feel that I can speak on the farm question. I know 
farming. I was farmed out every summer. I worked on a 
farm, saved up $12.50, went down to the University of Okla
homa to get 4 years' education on · it,· and, you may not 
believe it, but before I graduated I had spent every cent of 
that $12.50. [Laughter.] They did not have any N. Y. A. 
then, any National Youth Administration, to help me out. 
Two other fellows and myself "batched." ·we lived on ox
tail soup and beef tongue in order to make both ends meet 
Daughter J, and somehow or other I got through, but I 
always kept my contact with the farm. I said then that as 
soon as I got where I could I wanted to own a farm. I have 
a good farm today, a modern, up-to-date, well-mortgaged 
place [laughter], and I know what I am talking about when 
I talk about farming. That is where I spend my salary 
[laughter] and my vacation, on that farm, and I know what 
I am talking about. 

I want to help pass any wholesale farm legislation that will 
not create more evils than it corrects. I do not want to 
help pass legislation intended to give the farmer a living 
without having him work for it. Of course, he should 
work for it. I know a fanner who has farmed as I should 
like to farm; and if I could farm as he farms I would 
rather be a farmer than a Senator. He does not put all of 
his eggs in one basket. He diversifies. He puts in some 
cotton, and some corn, and some alfalfa, kafircom, and 
some milo maize, and if they all fail he falls back on his 
dairy products. He sells about $250 worth of watermelons 
and cantaloupes out of his garden during the year. He 
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always has a Thanksgiving turkey and a Christmas goose. 
He has fruits in season 7 months in the year. He eats all 
he can and he cans all he cannot, and he has a car in the 
garage, a Delco in the barn, and electric lights in the house. 
And how did he get all that? Work. And how do I know? 
I was his hired hand for 3 years, and I never caught that old 
man asleep in the 3 years I worked for him, except at 
church. [Laughter .l Why, at night that old fellow would 
just take off his breeches and throw them under the bed 
and roll over and meet them on the other side [laughter] 
and wake up and yell for me to go out and feed the stock. 
Work? I was a son of toil, and at night I looked like a ton 
of soil [laughter], but I felt like an honest man, for I had 
done an honest day's work. I do not have in mind a plan 
that is going to give anybody a bed of roses. I just want to 
give a man an honest return for honest toil. 

In 1933 we were on the precipice. We were within 6 inches 
of "red" revolution in the United States when this adminis
tration started getting money in the hands of the buyer. 
Something had to be done, and it had to be done quickly. It 
had to be done drastically. · We could not take all day to do 
it; but I submit that the situation that obtained then does 
not obtain today. The mistakes that were made should not 
be repeated. Oh, yes; we made mistakes. The wonder to me 
is that we did not make more mistakes than we did, consid
ering the size of the undertaking and the short time we had 
in which to do it. We had to act. So we plowed up one-third 
of the cotton. 

Now, let me correct a misstatement. Some people do not 
know about cotton. We did not plow up every third row. 
Somebody said that we did. We plowed up a third of the 
acreage. On my place I mowed it, stacked it up, and that 
winter the cattle ate it. Then I put that 30 acres into cane 
and had some more feed for the cattle. 

Those of you who grow cotton know that your biggest in
vestment in cotton is labor. Here is a field of cotton before 
it is picked. The chopping is the big item of labor, of course; 
but at my place we cut it before we chopped it, and we were 
not out that labor. The year before that the cotton was 
left in the field. It would not pay for the picking. That was 
after it already had the labor investment in it. So there 
was some waste--yes; some loss-but it was not as great a 
loss as it was the year before. So we plowed up the cotton. 

All light. We killed the cattle. I saw them shoot down 176 
head of my fine white-faced cattle. Some of them were 
almost too thin to stand up. The drought had made my 
pastures short. The price had been low. I had been holding 
the cattle hoping I could sell them and get a buyer and get 
out on them. I saw them shot down, and that saved them 
from starving. I knew it was going to be done. I called in 
the neighbors. They came in with their pressure cookers, and 
they put up all the meat that was fit to put up. Very little 
of it was wasted. In some cases the cattle were so thin that 
the people did not want the meat, and I fed it to the hogs 
as tankage. So there was some waste. It made my heart 
sick; I was sick that night when I went to bed; but it would 
have made me sicker to see those cattle, one after another, 
fall over in my field and starve to death. Something drastic 
had to be done, and we justified it on that ground. 

What about the little pigs? I want to be the first one to 
shed tears for those little pigs in this debate, because I know 
they are going to be shed. I had 100 head of hogs-pigs, 
sows, gilds, barrows, and so forth-100 head of them. 

I was at that time in Missouri speaking to some teachers' 
organization there, and my farmer partner could not get in 
touch with me. It was not left open to one very long to take 
advantage of the pig program, so I did not get in on it. I 
had a hundred head. There was a drought and corn in that 
part of my State was a dollar a bushel. You cannot feed 
3-cent hogs on dollar com without making money upside 
down. Even a college professor knows that. Even we in 
the Senate can understand that. 

I could not take advantage of the plan. I could not fatten 
these bogs, so I just "aged" them. There were 12 of them 
which did not age very well. They died before they were 
aged. Eighty-eight head of them were left. l'he farmer 

showed me where different ones had fallen over in the weeds 
and died of starvation. I sold the 88 head that were left for 
$97, the whole 88 head, and sold them to a man who had a 
garbage contract. I got $97 for 88 head of hogs! But you 
should have seen those hogs. The next year I sold four sows 
that brought me · a hundred dollars. 

There was some loss, and I did not like to see a loss, but 
which was the greater waste, and which was more humane, 
if we are to look at it from that angle, to knock those hogs 
in the head, or to let them starve to death? · There was 

. some waste. There was none that could be helped. Where .. 
ever we had the facilities to put the pork up, where the pork 
was mature enough to be put up, it was taken care of, but 
there was some waste, and I was sorry, and all of us were 
sorry, but it was the lesser of two wastes. 

Some years ago I rode through Detroit, Mich. I saw mil
lions of dollars of industrial property standing dark and 
idle. Men may talk about waste; that is the greatest waste 
that was ever perpetrated in this country, the idleness of 
labor, the idleness of industrial property, the idleness of 
commercial property. That is the great waste. There are 
people who accuse us of waste today who are still accusing 
us of waste and extravagance for feeding the multitudes 
that were turned upon society, upon the highways, by their 
own policies, and that takes nerve indeed. They accuse us 
of waste for taking care of those turned out on account of 
their own policies. It reminds me of the fellow who mur .. 
dered his father and mother and then plead to the court for 
mercy on the ground that he was an orphan. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, we come now to the committee bill. I wish 
to state that the gentleman who conducted the hearings on 
the bill worked, and worked hard. They gave every oppor .. 
tunity to all interested to be heard. They presented a bill 
under pressure. I imagine that anyone of them could write 
a better bill than the one before us. If it were the product 
of one mind, it would come more nearly being consistent 
all the way through. I do not mean that as a charge that 
the bill is not consistent, but it was necessary for the com
mittee to give in to this thought and that thought; and 
these things are obvious as we go through the bill. 

It is my hope that we can pass a bill which will help agri
culture. I want to support the pending bill. There are a 
few features of it which would have to be changed before I 
could bring myself to support it. I wiSh now to speak on the 
policy only, as we go along, and I hope Senators will allow 
me to finish my remarks before diverting my trend of 
thought as I discuss the bill and the substitute which I 
propose to offer. 

The bill is, of course, the result of a great deal of labor, 
without its being correlated, no doubt, and I know those 
who drew the bill have done the best that could be done 
under the circumstances. They have taken a most gen
erous attitude toward every suggestion of an amendment to 
clarify, to correct, or to carry out the purpose; and I appre
ciate that. 

However, the bill has in it an element of control which 
is much more severe than the one in the Triple A Act. I 
could not vote for the potato-control bill because I thought 
it was too coercive. The pending bill follows somewhat the 
same plan. Under the Tliple A a farmer had the privilege of 
joining in the program or not. If he went in, he was re
warded for going in. Under the pending bill he would be 
penalized for staying out, or, if he were forced in by a vote, 
he would be penalized if he did not comply. It is the reverse 
English of the philosophy. I fear the drastic control feature 
will be very offensive to the farmers. 

I know the farmers. The hearings down in Texas were 
held in the Baker Hotel, or perhaps in the Adolphus Hotel. 
When I talk about a farmer I refer to the farmer who tills 
the soil. Most of the farmers I know you would have to 
hog-tie and blindfold to get into a place like one of those 
hotels, on those marble floors, and if you did get them in they 
would feel so out of place that if you fired a question at 
them in the style of a lawyer, "Don't you believe we ought 
to have some kind of control?" of course you would draW. 
from them the affirmative answer you wanted. 
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I do not feel that this is the bill the farmers want. I feel 

that the testimony taken and the statements made are· en:. 
tirely correct. But I go out to my place and put on cordu: 
roys and sit down between the rows and chew wheat straws 
with the farmers-! mean the real John Brown dirt farmer. 
I know how offended .they were at the Bankhead law, for 
instance, and how many said to me, "Josh, I don't think it's 
right for me not to be able to sell the stuff I produce." I 
feel there would be the same reaction to the pending meas· 
ure; indeed, I am sure there would · be. · 

Of course, the. farmers want help; they are going to ask for 
it, and we ought to give it to them. It is said there· is a 
voluntary feature in the bill. I have read it. It is just 
about as voluntary as the man handing over his purse when 
a highwayman is in front of him and he is looking down a 
gun barrel, because the bill provides, "You do this or else." 
That is what it provides·, "or else we will not help you at all; 
we will withdraw all help." · 

Furthermore, it provides that one-third and one farmer 
can by their votes prevent the other farmers getting loans. 
It also provides that the others cannot benefit by the quotas 
if one-third and one vote againSt the quotas in the referen· 
dum. I figure, however", that those are not things beyond 
correction. They should be considered if the bill is to be the 
blll we are really to pass on. · 

We are at the crossroads ·in this country, where we are 
going to have to face the tariff situation as it applies to 
·agriculture. We will either have to repeal the tariff laws 
and remove the benefits the manUfacturer has or we are · 
·going to have to give the farmer something to offset them, 
'one of the two. We cannot go on any· longer under the · 
present system. That brings us to the question whether we 
want to repeal the tariff laws or not. · 

OUr whole economic fabric is so interwoven with the tariff · 
that it must be the lesser of two evils to artificially help the 
farmer. There are those who tell us that they want the law 
of supply and demand to operate, but all this time they have 
approved a:n artificial stimulation of the law of supply and 
demand with the tariffs. They want it to operate naturally 
on the farmer and artificially on the manufacturer. We are 
now at the crossroads, where we are going to have to make 
it operate naturally on both of them or artificially on both 
of them, and the purpose of the proposal before us is to arti
ficially stimulate prices so as to offset the tariff. 

When we come to this point, we are confronted with one 
of four proposals. One proposal would be to repeal all the 
tariff laws. I do not believe there is much support here for 
that. There may be those who believe we should adjust 
the tariffs, and I believe some good could be attained through 
such action. 

Second, there is the thought that we can build a tariff 
wall around ourselves and produce for home consumption 
only. I doubt if very many favor that, ·though some are 
favoring a bill which will tend to that. 

The third is that by artificial means we shall raise the 
-price level of farm commodities to parity, and hold them 
there by artificial means, and thus offset the benefits of the 
tariff. 

The fourth proposal, the one I am submitting, is that we 
not try artificially to raise all of the fann prices, but that 
we give the farmer an outright benefit, or -bounty, on that 
part which he produces for domestic use, which will bring 
his iricome on that part up to parity,. call it a subsidy if you 
care to, and thus create no new problems in our effort to 
correct one. 

What is the objective of the bill? The objective in general 
is to help the farmer. However, I fear that some persons 
have swung around to the viewpoint that the objective is 
crop control. Is that the objective? No; that is the means 
to the end. That is not the purpose. That is the means. 
The objective is to help the farmer. and crop control has 
been offered as one of the means of doing it. That is not the 
end in itself, though some seem so committed to it that 
regardless of whether some other method can be offered 
without crop control, they desire crop control anyhow. · That · 

seems to be the purpose of some persons. Let us not con
fuse the nieans with the end which is sought. The end is to 
help the farmer. If we can do it, we want to · do it in the 
least objectionable manner. · 

Our objective; then~ is to help the farmer in three ways. 
The first is to increase his income; the second is to improye 
the fertility of his soil; the third is to help him supply us 
with an ever-normal · granary. I believe that control is 
unsound, because control alone does not determine price. I 
grant that it is logical to believe that when supply is de
creased the price is ·raised. The price of farm commodities 
is the result of a number of contributing causes; yet we are 
basing our whole case of raising the farmer's income on 
acreage reduction alone. 

Mr. President, I shall present certain figures to illustrate 
my point; In 1910 we produced 2;853,000,000 ·bushels of 
corn. The price per bushel that year was 48 cents. In 1917 
we produced 2,908,000,000 bushels, or 55,000,000 bushels more 
than in 1910, but in 1917 the price was $1.28 a bushel. So in 
1917 the price of corn was twice the price of corn in 1910, 
although in 1917, 55-,000,000 bushels more com·were produced 
than in 1910, and in 1917 we exported only half the amount 
of corn we did in 1910. So the increase in price was neither 
due to the export of corn nor the amount of com raised. 
There ·were other factors contributing to the price; 

So, Mr. President, when we base our whole case on crop 
control, on reducing · the production in order to ·raise the 
price, is that· sound? 
- In 1920 we produced the greatest crop -of corn ever pro:.. 
·duced·· in the ·United States. That · year ·we produced 
3,071,000,000 .. bushels of-com; and the price was 61 cents a 
bushel in that greatest crop year. In -1931 - we produced 
two and· one-half billion· bushels, · and the price was 32 -cents 
a· bushel.- We- produced 482,000;000 bushels less in ·1931,· yet 
the price that year was only half what it was in our biggest 
production year. So other contributing· factors determine 
P.rice. My · colleague the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THoMAS] has pointed out some of those other contributing 
factors. When ,we base our -whole case on controlling the 
price by controlling the supply, are we not subjecting the 
farmer to an unnecessary amount of regulation in order to 
achieve only part of our goal and purpose? 

In the year 1924 we produced 2,298,000,000 bushels of corn 
and received $1.05 a bushel for it. In 1934 we produced the 
smallest crop we ever produced, 1,381,000,000 bushels,- and 
received 85 cents a bushel for it. One dollar and five cents 
against 85 cents! Yet in the year when we received $1.05 
per bushel we produced 917,000,000 bushels more than we 
did the year we received 85 cents a bushel. Can it be 
claimed that production alone is the controlling factor? 

Let us take· the smallest production year and the largest 
production year and compare the gross income of the farmer 
in those 2 years. The gross income of the fanner is some
thing which I fear has been overlooked .. In the largest pro
duction year 3,000,000 bushels were produced. In the small
-est production year one-billion-plus bushels were produced. 
The farmer's gross income in the largest production year 
was '$69,946,000 more than it was in the smallest year. Yet 
a small amount of production is supp()sed to stimulate the 
price. -

Let us take the case of wheat. In 1919 we produced 952,-
000,000 bushels of wheat and the price was $2.16 a bushel. 
The smallest production year was 1934, and in 1934 we pro.:. 
duced less than one-half the amount we ·produced in 1919, 
·or 496,000,000 bushels, and we received only 88 cents a bushel 
for it, as compared with $2.16 per bushel in the year of our 
greatest production of wheat. 

In 1931 we produced 932,000,000 bushels of wheat andre
ceived 39 cents a bushel for it. That is the lowest price the 
farmer has received, 39 cents. In 1915 we produced 1,009,
·000,000 bushels and received 92 cents. 
, We produced 77,000,000 bushels more in 1915 than we did 
in 1931 and received 53 cents more per bushel for it. 

What does increased production do to the gross income of 
the farmer? It increases the agricultural income, certainly. 
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Therefore, when we cut him down for the purpose of raising 
the price, when that is only one of the contributing factors 
in connection with price, are we not making the farmer pay 
tremendously for that raise in price? 

The argument is made that the farmer should control 
production because big business controls production. Let us 
see if the analogy is a fair one. Big business can get to
gether. Four men in the packing industry, the four big 
packers, can get together and determine their output a year 
from today and determine the price they will pay. A special 
private wire runs down to the livestock market in Oklahoma 
City, and every morning those boys in Chicago send word 
as to how much they are going to pay for beef that day. 
Can anyone imagine the farmers getting together and agree
ing on their price? 

That is not the main difference in the analogy, however. 
Take Bethlehem Steel, for instance. Bethlehem Steel could 
determine exactlY how many tons of steel it will produce a 
year from today. can the farmer do that with reference 
to his crops? The farmer cannot even determine how much 
land he will plant. Time and again in western Oklahoma I 
have known of cases where farmers intended to plant so 
much wheat, but the weather turned dry, so the farmers 
could not get the seedbed readY, so they could not determine 
how much they were going to plant, much less how much 
they were going to harvest. There is a great difference 
between industry and farming, which makes the analogy an 
unsound one. The wind has to be taken into consideration, 
the storms, the grasshoppers, the pink boll weevil, army 
worms, and all other pestilences and hazards that the farmer 
has to gamble against. That, Mr. President, makes the 
analogy a poor one. 

I shall now go on with a discussion of the substitute bill. 
As I explained awhile ago, I wish to follow on through with 
that discussion, and I appreciate the courtesy the Senate is 
extending me. The substitute bill deals only with cotton, 
wheat, and corn. We do not produce tobacco or rice in Ok.la.
homa. In the first place the substitute bill eliminates con
trol. In the second place it gives a bounty on the share of 
the domestic allotment-an outright gift. That is determined 
in the same manner as in the bill before the Senate. Then 
it pays the bounty up to full production, up to $300, that is, 
exempts the little farmer up to $300. I shall explain how that 
works in a minute. It contains an exemption clause for the 
little fellow. I shall explain that later. 

Then again it provides a graduated payment to the big 
producer, which the bill now before us does not contain. 
Then again it provides for crop insurance. In his last cam
paign the President made a statement which led me to believe 
that our administration was committed to crop insurance. 
The bill does not have that provision in it. Before we ad
journed last session we passed a resolution. I wish to read 
two of the points contained in that resolution. 

(5) That the present SoU Conservation Act should be continued, 
its operations slmpllfied, and provision made for reduced payments 
to large operators on a graduated scale to promote the interest of 
individual fa.rming; 

Is that carried out in this bill? I do not find it, and I will 
prove before I sit down that it cannot be put in this bill. 

(6) That, linked with control . of agricultural surpluses, there 
ihould be research into new uses for agricultural commodities and 
the products thereof and search for new uses, new outlets, and new 
markets, at home and abroad; 

Does increasing the price invite new uses? No; it dis
courages new uses ai].d invites substitutes; it invites syn
thetic goods. Do increased prices invite foreign trade? 
No; they discourage foreign trade. Do increased prices 
invite a wider home market by increasing consumption? 
No; they discourage consumption and narrow the market. 
We must work on the idea of supplying the demand at home 
and increasing that demand by increasing the buying power. 
Dr. Stibeling, formerly connected with Agriculture Depart
ment, made a survey in 1935 from which it was determined 
that if all the people of the United States were on a bal
anced diet ot good food, it would take 49,000,000 more acres 

1n cultivation to supply them. Yet we are considering cut
ting down the acreage-a thing which appeals to me as 
being almost immoral-.when we ought to be stimulating 
buying power so that more may share the good things of 
life. 

I wish now to answer the arguments against the proposed 
substitute bill. I will answer the arguments as I have heard 
them; and I think I have heard most of them. The main 
arguments launched are that the cost would be too great; 
that if the bill were put into effect, it would tend to increase 
production; that increased production would tend to lower 
the price of the produ~ts. and thereby increase the amount 
of the parity that would have to be paid, in order to give 
the farmer his fair share of the income. 

That brings me back to the three plans. We cannot do 
a thing without doing it. We cannot help the farmer by 
some mythical method If we are going to increase his 
buying power, we are going to have to do it at the expense 
of someone else. Think that sentence over twice. If we 
.are going to increase his buying power, we are going to have 
to do it at the expense of someone else. We can increase 
his income without doing that by increasing the income of 
everyone else in proportion, but if we are going to increase 
his buying power, we have got to do it at the expense of 
someone else. 

The question is, How are we going to get this difference? 
Are we going to raise it by the tax method and pay the 
farmer a bounty, as my bill provides, out of the Treasury? 
J{ow is the tax money raised? By taxing in proportion to 
benefit received and ability to pay. Or are we going to get 
it by raising the general price level and taking it from the 
consumer? When that is done new problems are created 
at the same time. 

One plan provides that it shall be taken from those most 
able to pay and given directly to the farmer. The other plan 
provides that it shall be taken from the consumer, the least able 
to pay, and given to the farmer by raising the general price 
level. When that is done it means also raising the prices 
of the commodities the farmer buys; that means the parity 
goes up, and then it will be necessary to raise the price level 
again; and so there would be a never-ending circle chasing 
the price level to the ceiling. One increases the other. 
Whenever. corn goes up, up go hogs and hominy. When 
com goes up pork and "sowbelly" go up-and that is what 
many of the people have to eat and live on. Whenever cotton 
goes up overalls and gingham gowns and hickory shirts go up. 
When the price of cattle goes up the price of leather goods 
goes up, and when the price of leather goes up the price of 
shoes goes up and the price of boots and saddlery and har
ness. It is a never-ending circle. I am not against raising 
prices if we cannot get anything else; I would stand for an 
increase in the prices obtained by the farmer and let him 
take his chances; but that would not mean that his parity 
income would be increased just by raising the price level 
throughout the whole country. I am going to point out 
pretty soon that that would result in a greater disadvantage. 

In the first place, when the price level is raised. what 
happens? Consumption falls off and the market for the 
farmer becomes smaller. What else happens? When the 
price level is raised farm purchases fall off, and it is neces
sary to cut down the acreage again. Furthermore, when the 
price level is raised the manufacturer has to buy raw cotton 
at a higher price; and he has to buy other products, wheat 
and com, at a higher price. When he does that, then what -
happens? He has got to charge a higher price for the goods 
be manufactures. 

For instance, under the McAdoo bill, the two-price bill, it is 
proposed to raise prices in this country; and we would have 
two prices, one for this country and one for export. Under 
that bill it would be illegal for anybody to buy or sell a com
modity for use in this country below a certain price, which 
is fixed. In the first place, the machinery of that bill would 
be a little difficult to start, for many people buy a commodity 
intending to process it but later decide to ship it, and vice 
versa. There are many handlers; there are many middle. 
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men. If the farmer could sell directly to the miller; if he 
could sell directly to the consumer, without any middleman, 
tt would be easy to oDerate. 

Then there are two kinds of commodities on the same farm. 
Here is one bushel of wheat which is for foreign consumption 
and which will have to sell at a certain price, and here is a 
bushel raised beside it which has to be sold at another and 
different price, but it is all in the same grain bin. It would 
be most confusing, it seems to me, for there would be two 
prices to determine. Let us grant, though, that could be 
done; and I will vote for it if it is the only thing we can get. 
We raise the price of domestic goods and yet we sell to the 
foreigner at a cheaper price. We sell a bale of cotton raised 
right by the side of a.nother bale of cotton; Farmer Jones 
raised them both; and 1 bale of cotton is shipped to Japan 
and Japan buys it at 7 cents a pound, or. whatever the ·price 
may be, while a manufacturer in New England has to pay 
17 cents a pound or 16% cents a pound for that cotton. 
Japan could have that cotton shipped to her at 7 cents, manu
facture it with pauper labor, ship it back, ride over our tariff 
wall, compete with the New England manufacturer, and put 
him out of business unless we start in again to raise the tariff 
walls; and when we raise the tariff walls any higher we are 
going to have other nations nullify our action by increasing 
their tariffs. So we are driving ahead on a philosophy of 
producing for the United States market alone and for no 
other market. That is how it will work. 

It is said that my bill would cost too much. I quote the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY], from the CoNGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD of November 23, when he pointed out that the com
mittee bill would cost in round numbers a billion dollars. He 
said: 

The Senate, of course, understands that the estimate is nebulous. 
No one ca.n specify the amount of the cost. Much depends upon 
whether parity prices are paid, parity income received, a.nd upon the 
current price level of the various commodities. But Mr. Tolley, who 
1s to administer this bill and who is now administering the SoU 
Conservation Act, stated, either to the committee or to a group of 
Senators, that, 1n his opinion, it would cost $275,000,000 1n excess of 
the soU-conservation benefit payments, which are $500,000,000. 
That would make a total of $750,000,000. There are others, such as 
my dear friend from North Dakota [Mr. FRAZIER], who think the 
cost will exceed a billion dollars. In my judgment, it will be some
where between $750,000,000 a.nd $1,000,000,000. Those are state
ments which were made before the Senate commi~e. 

That is an estimate of the cost of the committee bill. My 
bill in a direct outlay would not cost any more, in my opin
ion, than would the committee bill. 

It is argued that by the control of the outlet of these com
modities on the market a more stable market can be ob
tained, and that, after once it gets working, it will bring it 
up to parity normally and naturally and will not require 
any payments of parity. Of course, that is theory. It is 
based upon a normal production, and that by the many proc
lamations that are provided for in the committee bill the 
Secretary of Agriculture can absolutely c~""ltrol the pro
duction. There might be a tendency toward it; he might 
be able to control it to some extent, but I say it is entire 
presumption that he can so control that and the other 
factors of the world that contribute to the price as to hold 
it at parity. Under my bill, looking back over the years, 
there have been some years in which there would not have 
been any parity payments to pay-a few, no-t many-but the 
argument that it will cost too much is incorrect. It would 
not cost any more than would the pending measure, if en
acted; and here is a great advantage, namely, that more of 
the money spent under the substitute bill, should it be 
enacted, would reach the farmer, and there would be less 
spent in administration, because elimination of the control 
feature would greatly reduce administrative costs. It will 
be simpler to operate and more of the money will reach the 
purpose for which we are appropriating it. 

Furthermore, I have kept in my substitute bill one of the 
paragraphs used in the committee bill. That provides that 
we may not spend any more than Congress appropriates. 
That will be found on page 41 of the substitute bill and was 
already in the committee bill. It provides as follows: 

LXXXll--39 

(f} Notwithstanding any other provision of this act, if the aggre
gate payments payable under title I of this act for any marketing 
year are estimated by the Secretary to exceed the sum appropriated 
for such payments for such year, all such payments shall be 
reduced pro rata that the estimated aggregate amount of such 
payments shall not exceed the funds available for such payments. 

I submit that it cannot cost any more than we appropriate. 
If we are to help agriculture it is going to be necessary to 
give agriculture more than simply a machinery for raising 
and lowering prices, which would create more problems to 
solve than it solves itself. The price-level raising is not 
giving the farmer that offsetting advantage to industry that 
I pointed out in the first part of my remarks. That is what 
he must have. He has been working under a handicap. If 
we make up that handicap we will have to do it somehow by 
increasing his income. One plan would take it from all the 
consumers. Under the other plan part of it would be passed 
on to the consumer, but it would take, by the normal means 
of taxation, a part from those least able to pay and the 
other part from those most able to pay. The amounts are 
the same. 

Now I shall show where the substitute bill will actually 
cost less than the committee bill, and give more to the 
farmer and help the farmer more. We were asked to gradu
ate the payments of the big fellow. We do not have that 
proviSion in the committee. bill, but it is in the substitute 
bill. I said I would show why it could not be incorporated 
in the committee bill. Why? The purpose of the com
mittee bill is reduction and control. The big operator farms 
so many acres that if he is left out he is the fellow who will 
upset the apple cart. It is the big, powered syndicate farmers 
who has already glutted the market. Therefore, if the 
purpose is crop control, we cannot graduate that kind of 
farmer down and leave him out. That is why such a pro
vision was left out of the bill. As long as crop control is the 
purpose, we cannot leave him out. We cannot graduate his 
payments. 

Under the plan of graduated payments as provided in the 
substitute bill, I have figures that show on cotton, for in
stance, a saving of $12,309,000 out of payments of $212,000,000. 
I did not have time to figure the percentage, but that 
would take care of 41,000 little farmers and allow them to 
have $300 each which the big fellows would get under the 
other bill. I am speaking of the cost of the bill and shall 
come in detail to the payments a little later. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER CMr. ELLENDER in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Senator from 
Washington? 

Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Does the S-enator have the fig

ures showing the number of farms in the country which 
would be excluded from the benefits of his bill because of 
ths gre:d.uat-00 pa._vmeilts? 

Mr. LEE. None would be excluded. They would be grad
. uated. I shall explain that presently. About 98 percent of 
the fanners would not be affected by it. Less than 2 percent 
would be affected by the graduation. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Does the Senator have the 
acreage involved? 

Mr. LEE. I have it available here some place, but not at 
hand at the moment. 

I have pointed out that the substitute would not cost any 
more than we appropriate, that more of what we appropri
ate would get to the farmer, that it would cost less for 
administration because of its simplicity, and that it would 
effect a saving by virtue of its graduation on the big cor
porate farmer effecting a saving of $12,000,000 out of a pay
ment of $212,000,000. I have shown that we collect the 
money either from the consumer or the taxpayer, and that 
collecting it from the consumer by artificially stimulating 
prices effects more evils than it cures, and takes it from 
the man least able to pay. 

The argument is made that we are shipping our fertility 
abroad. That is easily answered, because the farms in 
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Europe and Asia, which have been under the plow for 3,000 
years, are more fertile today than when they were first 
plowed up. It is the method of farming, not the amount 
that is produced, that takes away the fertility. That argu
ment answers itself. We are not shipping away our fer
tility. Those who put out that argument know we are not 
doing that. 

I know enough about handling soil to know that we can 
lay out a farm and let the weeds grow on it; that it will 
improve a little bit, but only this much. As the weeds grow 
up and other weeds and leaves and grass blow in organic 
matter that decays and goes into the soil, to that extent 
the soil will be improved. It will be improved by virtue of 
enabling it to absorb more rainfall and in carrying so much 
more for the crop. If it is fallowed and we keep a dust 
mulch on it, it will produce still more. That process will 
not increase fertility of the soil unless we are plowing some
thing back into it each year. Under the soil-conservation 
program the argument that we are shipping abroad our 
fertility, when all of Europe and Asia dispute it, is an un
sound argument. 

These are the two main arguments against the program. 
Any number of Senators have said to me, "Josh, I favor 
your plan, but it will cost too much." Do we want to make 
to the farmer merely an empty gesture, or do we want to 
give him some real help? If we are going to give him real 
help, it is going to cost something, and we are going to 
have to take it from somebody else. 

I have a number of communications and clippings re
ferring to this matter. I shall not read many of them. Here 
1s one from a magazine called American Agriculture, No
vember 20, 1937, ·that gives a report of the Farm ·Bureau 
meeting, in which it is said in part: 

Part of the second afternoon of the Twenty-second Annual Meet
Ing o! the Farm Bureau Federation was fl)ent in a discussion of 
the question, Should the New York State Farm Bureau Federation 
withdraw from the American Farm Bureau Federation? It ap
peared that sentiment was quite equally divided, but no action 
was taken. Make no miStake, however, concerning the feelings 
o! those who felt we should stick by the ship. They favored 
staying by, not through approval o! American Farm !Bureau Fed
eration policies on crop control, but because they felt that the 
State organization could do more in the American Farm Bureau 
Federation than out. 

Here are the resolutions which a..re adopted, and I under
stand the Amercan Farm Bureau is backing this. The arti
cle says: 

Resolutions passed give a fair picture o! Farm Bureau policy. 
Here are some of the important ones: 

Among them is the following: 
Putting the New York State Farm Bureau Federation on record 

as utterly opposed to crop control and wholeheartedly behind a 
managed currency to correct wide fluctuations in general price 
level. 

Here is a statement from Ralph W. Moore, master of the 
Texas State Grange: 

Any farm bill that attempts to help the cotton farmers which . 
does not assure an American market for the American farmer at 
a parity price will be disastrous to the cotton farmer. Controlling. 
the production of cotton 1n the United States will not materially 
atrect the world price; it is almost like controlling one State and 
not controlling others. Cotton is the only commodity in America 
that sells at all times in the United States at the world price. 
It is the only commodity that can be protected very little by a 
tariff. 

The only plan, as I see tt, that will save the cotton farmer is to 
assure him parity prices for the part of his cotton that is domes
tically consumed. I feel that this plan would have an effective 
control feature and would be less expensive and at th& same time 
would be fair to the farmers who raise other commodities. I favor 
the continuation of the soil-conservation plan, as it is essential to 
the progress of future generations, but I think the soil-conservation 
bill should be separate from the farm bill. 

Here is a resolution passed by the National Grange. I am 
going to read just part of it. It was passed at their conven
tion at Harrisburg on November 8 to 18: 

Whereas cotton growers make up nearly one-third o! the total 
tarmers o! the United Sta.tes, and cotton, being a large export 

crop, Is sold on the world market, thereby forcing the cottori farmer 
to sell on an unprotected market and buy on a protected market; 
~nd · 

Whereas the National Grange favors the enactment of such 
le~islation that will enable the farmer to secure an equitable share 
of ihe national income: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the National Grange support legislation that will 
guarantee to the American cotton farmer the American market, 
assure him parity price on that portion of his product domestically 
consumed, and one that will be sufilciently flexible to give special 
assistance to surplus and export cotton. 

That we continue the present soil-conservation program, properly 
amended so that it would be more adaptable to the needs o! the 
cotton farmer. 

That we ask that safeguards be included in any blli to protect the 
interest of the family sized farm. We favor a program to encourage 
diversified farming rather than a basic commodity acreage control, 
which would prohibit a man who is now a one-crop farmer setting 
up a well-diversified program on his farm. 

Then, further on in the resolution: 
That the National Grange continue vigorous opposition to any 

legislation which would result in either immediate or might 
eventually lead to regimentation of American agriculture. 

Skipping again: 
We urge continued study o! the manufacture of power alcohol. 

Again: 
That we continue our opposition to any program based upon 

economic scarcity. 

I have here a nUmber of telegrams. I am not going to read 
them, but I have many telegrams particularly from three 
cotton States in support of this substitute, and organizations, 
as well as individuals fanpers, have wired in. Anyone who 
cares to may come and see them. 

Now I desire to explain the substitute bill itself a little 
more. . . 
· Mr. COPELAND. Mr. Presiden~ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Okla
homa yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. LEE. I do. 
Mr. COPELAND. I desire to ask the Senator a question. 

I was not quite clear what the Senator stated as being the 
attitude of the New York Farm Bureau toward the pending 
legislation. 

Mr. LEE. I handed the clipping to the reporter, but I can 
state its effect. 

Mr. COPELAND. I may say, Mr. President, that the voting 
delegates from New York to the American Farm Bureau 
Federation meeting were advised-

To register New York State's vote against crop control, and to 
use their efforts to further the monetary policy which Farm Bu
reau members have backed for a number of years. 

So far as the Farm Bureau in my State is concerned, it is 
in opposition to this measure. 
· Mr. POPE. Mr. President, would it disturb the Senator if 
I should ask him a question at this point? 

Mr. LEE. Not at all; go ahead. 
Mr. POPE. From the statement of the Senator a few 

minutes ago, I was not quite clear what importance, if any, 
he-assigns to surpluses in their effect upop price. Does the 
Senator regard surpluses as at all important in the price 
structure? · ' 
- Mr. LEE. Yes; but I do not regard them as the sole deter-. 
mining factor. 

Mr. POPE. As I recall, the Senator referred to the years 
1919, 1920, and some following years on that point. Of course· 
the matter of demand is all-important in considering price 
structure. For instance, during the war there was the greatest 
demand for wheat and for other farm products that there 
ever has been in this country, and there was the greatest 
production, and we had the highest price. 

Mr. LEE. And we exported only half of what we exported 
the year before; so we must have consumed the other half 
in this country. 

Mr. POPE. Exactly. So the demand is tbe all-important 
thing, but realizing the recession of demand since we quit 
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loaning money to Europe with which to buy our commodities 
since about 1929, and that effective demand does not exist, 
does the Senator regard surpluses as an important fa~tor in 
the price structure for the farmer, does he think it is advisable 
to do anything about surpluses, or to leave them to accumu
late as they may under such a program as is contained in 
his amendment? 

Mr. LEE. I believe we should allow the law of supply and 
demand to operate undisturbed as it was before the de
pression; and I will get to that subject pretty soon under 
the heading of foreign markets. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, while we are on that 
subject, will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LEE. Surely. I wanted to go on to another sub
ject, however. I hope the question of the Senator will not 
provoke thoughts that will cause someone else to enter the 
debate until I finish this branch of the subject. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The question I desire to ask relates to 
what the Senator has already discussed. 

Mr. LEE. Very. well; I Yield. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I should like to have the Senator state 

what he does regard as the elements or factors in making 
price. 

Mr. LEE. Very well; I will get to that subject a little 
further on. 

Coming now to my substitute bill, I took the originaL bill, 
a.nd would have made a number of amendments instead of 
presenting my proposal in the form of a. substitute, but be
cause it would require so many amendments to strike out a 
letter here and a word there, I found iti more practical just 
to put it in the form of a substitute a.nd rewrite the meas
ure. While inserting · tbese di1ferent features I kept as 
much as I could of the ol'iginal bill. Physically speaking, 
I cut out about the first 40 pages, and most of the part I 
inserted will be found on the first 5 pages. 'lb.at iS the 
new part. 

The first part provides for an allotment. It sets up the 
purpose of the bill, to allot each farmer his fair share of the 
market. The :first paragraph deals with allotments to the 
States and counties and other administrative areas, follow
ing very much the Hnes of the committee bill Then para
graph (b) deals with allotments to the individual farm; 
and I inserted a little more language which gives the Secre
tary a little more discretion in determining the allotment, 
making it a little more from the previous production, and 
allowing just a little more discretion by the insertion of the 
cotton, wheat, and com productivity of the total cultivated 
ground, considering land used for growing alfalfa and other 
temporary hay crops as cUltivated ground. 

The next is a minimum or an exemption, so to speak, 
for the little fellow, which I believe will give the little farmer 
a great advantage. That blank should be filled in with 
"$300." We say we want to exempt the little farmer; let us 
say, in the case of cotton, the man who produces four bales 
of cotton. We find ·that in round numbers some 2,000,000 
cotton farmers signed up. Two million multiplied by 4 
would be 8,000,000. We would have half of our con
sumption right there, and perhaps a little more, before we 
started. But my bill does not operate in that way. It 
provides that the farmer is entitled to produce an amount 
that will equal $300 on the parity price of his products of 
that day of that year, before the allotting is begun. The 
reason I had to fix that device was to keep a man from com
ing in with cotton, wheat, and corn in a State where they 
raise all three and getting the minimum of three allotments. 
That would amount, in today's figures, to about 3* bales 
of cotton. 

Again you may say, "Multiply that by 2,000,000"; but it is 
a mistake to figure in that way, because not all the producers 
who produce small amounts produce 3¥2 bales. Some· of 
them produce half a bale, some produce a bale and a half; 
and I do not want to say that everybody would be ex
empted up to a certain amount, because that would en-

courage the fellow who formerly produced only half a bale 
to increase. his production and get allotments on it, which 
would, of course, expand production, and I did not want 
to do that; so it is based on his former production up to 
an amount that will bring him $300, on which he is 
exempted. . 

That exemption does not include the bjg producer. It 
. does not include the fellow who is allotted. For instance, 
if we should allot every producer 4 bales before we 
started, then the man who produced 50 bales would have 
4 bales to begin on, and we should hav~ to take that off 
the amount we are going to allot; but this proposal does 
not do that. His allotment begins with the :first bale. It is 
only the small fellow who is really exempted up to the 
amount of $300 on which he is not allotted at all; and his 
allotment would not begin, in the case of cotton, until five 
bales. If a five-bale farmer were reduced 25 percent, that 
would be a bale and a quarter. That would leave him three 
and three-fourths bales, which, figured at the present price, 
would be $300. From five bales on he would have no allot
ment, and from five bales down he would get up to $300. 

I think that is an important feature of exemption in 
order really to give the little fellow a benefit. All right. 
Then the substitute says: 

The amount of a commodity allotted to a farm under this sec
tion shall be its domestic allotment with respect to such com
modity. 

Now comes the payment, and that is based on the year's 
average parity and the year,s average current price, using 
the same definitions ~ed in ~e committ~ bip. 

Mr. McGilL. Mr. Presiden~ 
The PRESIDING OF.FICER <.Mr. JoHNSON of Colorado in 

the chair>. Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the 
Senator from Kansas? 

Mr; LEE. I yield.. 
Mr. McGilL. As I understand, the sections the Senator 

has been dJscUSsing pertain Only to the portion to be con
sumed domestical]y? 

Mr. LEE. '!bat is correct. 
Mr. McGILL.- Where in the bill does the Senator treat 

of that portion of the crop which Js not consumed in this 
country? 

Mr. LEE. I do not deal with it. 
Mr. McGllL. Under the Senator's program, what be

comes of that portion of the crop which is not domestically 
consumed? 

Mr. LEE. The same thing that happened to it before. 
Mr. McGn..L. What is happeni.n.G to wheat now, the part 

we do not consume domestically? What is happening to it? 
Mr. LEE. That is the Senator's question; I will let him 

answer it. 
Mr. McGILL. I say it is still in this country, except about 

40,000,000 bushels a year, and that it has a tendency to 
drive the market price down. If we have no control, if we 
do not reduce the production and guarantee a price to the 
farmer on the portion domestically consumed, and keep the 
surplus in this country, what will be the cost to the Govern
ment? Can the Senator estimate· that? 

Mr. LEE. It Will not cost any more, as I have dealt with 
it, to raise it by taxes, than to raise it through the con
sumer, to put the penalty really on the workingman who 
buys overalls and shoes and bread. If it would increase 
the price of bread to him, you cut your own home market. 

Mr. McGllL. I am asking these questions in order to 
get information, because I want to have the matter clearly 
understood. Is there anything in the substitute that has 
to do with seeking to reduce surpluses, of wheat, for in
stance? I am interested in wheat and com. 

Mr. LEE. Yes. The soil-conservation part of the bill, as 
already provided, would :reduce the surplus somewhat, and 
I believe I can point out, as I will later, that the domestic 
allotment will not work as great an increase as has been 
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thought. It might result in some increase, but not as much 
as some think; and I will take that up now; 

Mr. McGILL. Is the program the same in character as 
the present soil-conservation program? 

Mr. LEE. The soil-conservation part is, yes, with one 
exception, that is, the provision for the graduated pay
ments, to which I will come. 

Mr. McGTI..J.... Under that program, I may say to the Sen-· 
ator, during the last 2 years acreage has been increased in
stead of being reduced, and our surpluses have been increased. 
I am wondering whether there is anything in the substitute 
whereby anything would be done toward reducing surpluses 
in order to get a higher standard of market prices and thereby 
lessen the .cost to the Government. 

Mr. LEE. No; there is no control feature in the sub
stitute. Nature is allowed to take its course. 

On page 4 the substitute deals with the allotment, so that 
a man who did not sow enough land under normal yield 
average to receive his allotment would not get it unless he 
had a bumper crop. If he had a bumper crop, of course, he 
might have it. In other words, the bill is based on the idea 
of paying a farmer up to the amount allotted to him for 
producing rather than paying him for not producing-the 
negative. 

Now I come to the crop-insurance feature. We are com
mitted to crop insurance. The substitute provides in simple 
language a 50-percent crop insurance on the allotted amount. 
If there is a total failure, the Government will pay 50 percent 
of the then parity price. Whenever one produces under 50 
percent, the Government will make up the di1ference so that 
it will amount to a 50-percent crop. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LEE. Certainly, 
M:r. POPE. Has the Senator made or had made any cal

culation as to what the crop-insurance feature of his amend
ment would cost per year? 

Mr. LEE. No; I have not, but I do not believe it. would be 
very expensive; and if it is expensive, it is money well spent. 
I think a 50-percent insurance is rather a modest one, par
ticularly when it is only on the amount allotted. 

Mr. POPE. In connection with the crop-insurance bill we 
passed, some rather extensive studies were made of the cost 
of crop insurance throughout the country; and one reason 

. why in the bill which passed the Senate, and which is now 
before the House, provision was made that premiums be paid 
in wheat, and indemnities paid in wheat, was the tremendous 
cost of crop insurance if paid in money. Therefore, I should 
be interested to know if any calculation has been made as to 
the cost this sort of a provision would mean to the Govern
ment. My own impression is that it would be quite con
siderable, and I think perhaps a great deal more than the 
Senator himself now thinks. 

Mr. LEE. If we are to make a gesture of giving the 
farmer something, let us give it to him. If he is given 
wheat that is low in price, it does not help him greatly, for 
he would have to sell it. The Government might just as 
well sell it for him. 

Mr. POPE. Under the bill which I introduced and which 
pa-Ssed the Senate, the farmer himself pays the premium, 
and the Government stores it for him and pays it back to 
him in an indemnity when he is entitled to it. In this 
case, as I understand, the farmer would not pay the 
premium and would not pay any part of it, but it would 
be an outright gift by the Government to him of whatever 
he may have received under this provision of the amend
ment. 

Mr. LEE. That is correct. Of course, he would have to 
conform to the soil-conservation policy. But you cannot 
give a man anything without giving it to him. I pointed 
out in the first part of my remarks that there is an economic 
connection between the industry and the :finance of the 
East and the agricultural part of the country, and the only 
way they can be balanced ia to give the farmer something 

extra. If you merely maneuver around and do not give him 
anything, you have not offset the tariff. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield further? 
Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. I am not clear, from reading section 3, that 

that is limited in any way to one who participates in the 
soil -conservation program. For instance, it provides: 

In any case in which any farmer, by reason of crop failure, 
during any marketing year (beginning with the marketing year 
ending in 1938) produces less than 50 percent of his domestic 
allotment of cotton-

Apparently there is no limitation, unless it is contained 
somewhere else in the bill. 

Mr. LEE. It is contained in the next section, to which I 
will come now: 

The payments paid by the Secretary to farmers under this 
act and the Soil .Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act--

Including both-
shall be divided among the landow.ners, tenants, and share
croppers of any farm, with respect to which such payments are 
paid, in the same proportion that such landowners, tenants, and 
sharecroppers are entitled to share in the proceeds of the agri
cultural commodity with respect to which such payments are 
paid. . 

That is, if the farmer is entitled to half the crop, he gets 
half the payment, and if he is entitled to a third of it, he 
gets a third. I have further provided that it is paid di
rectly to the man to whom it is due. I am not sure the 
other payments, which were made to the landlords, who 
doled them out to the tenants, always reached the ones for 
whom they were intended. So this provides for payment on 
the basis of their agreement, and the money is paid di
rectly to the tenant, and brings him that much closer to 
his Government. · 

This is the graduation feature: 
If the amount o! such payments (except payments computed 

under section 2 (b) of this act) to any person with respect to 
any year, computed as hereinbefore provided, would exceed $600, 
such amount shall be reduced by 25 percent of that part of the 
amount in excess of $600, but not in excess of $1,000; by 60 per
cent of that part of the amount in excess of $1,000, but not 1n 
excess of $1,500; by 90 percent of that part of the amount 1n 
excess of $1,500, but not in excess of $2,500; and by 95 percent 
of that part of the amount in excess of $2,500. 

That means that the first $600 due will be received in full, 
and in the next $400 which would have been received, before 
this bill was enacted, there will be a reduction of 25 percent. 
That leaves him $300. Of the next $500 that he would have 
received, he would get 40 percent, or $200. Then of the 
next $1,000 that would have been received, under the old 
provisions, he would get 10 percent of $100, making a total 
of $1,200 that the farmer would receive out of the first 
$2,500. Under the present plan and also under the commit
tee bill, the farmer would receive $2,500. Under this substi
tute there would be a graduated reduction of $1,300 on the 
big fellow. 

I took occasion to look up the payments, and the $600 will 
pay a little over 98 percent of all the farmers who signed 
up the last time. Less than 2 percent receive benefits above 
the $600. So there is the real benefit which is passed on 
to the little fellow. 

That concludes the new part of the bill. 
Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, before the Senator goes to 

another phase of the bill, will he yield to me? 
Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. McGILL. My questions are intended to elicit infor

mation, and not to criticize the proposed substitute. I real
ize the earnestness with which the Senator is presenting his 
views. 

I understand the Senator to say, in answer to my ques
tion, that nothing is contained in the substitute which in 
any way deals with surpluses--that is, with reference to dis
posing of them, or seeking to control 6r to reduce the pro-

. duction of surpluses. As I understood the Senator's expla-
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nation, on the portion of the crop domestically consumed the 
Government guarantees what would be a parity price. Am 
I correct about that? 

Mr. LEE. Yes; what would amount to it. 
Mr. McGILL. Whatever would be parity. 
Mr. LEE. That is correct. 
Mr. McGILL. The Senator, I assume, would agree that 

the amount of the surplus on hand in this country which 
may be unsalable would have a great deal to do with the 
market price in the uDited States. That is, it would have 
a tendency to reduce the market price materially. If we 
should have a large surplus on hand, and a low market price, 
would that not increase the amount of the parity payment 
the Government would have to pay to th~ farmer for the 
portion domestically consumed? 

Mr. LEE. That is correct. 
Mr. McGILL. And the larger the surplus became-the 

larger the amount -of surplus we had on hand, in other 
words-the more expensive the program would be under the 
Senator's substitute bill. Is not that correct? 

Mr. LEE. I will not agree to that statement. I agree that 
the lower the prlce, the more expensive it would be. The 
trouble with the Senator's argument, however, · is that when 
the price-level goes down, parity goes down also. One fol
lows the other. 

Mr. McGILL. On what does the Senator base parity? 
Mr. LEE. 0~ the things the farmer has to buy, which I 

discussed a moment ago, such as overalls, gingham and 
calico dresses, the high-priced leather which is the result of 
.the high price of corn, the hominy, the com pone, and the 
pork chops, and so on, that the farmer or the worker buys 
to live on. 

Mr. McGILL. At least the Senator will agree that the 
surplus will cause the commodity to be lower in price, and 
thereby cause the program proposed in the Senator's substi
tute bill to be more expensive, will he not? 

Mr. LEE. Of course, the Senator is assuming that every 
year will be a good year, a bumper year. Sometimes Nature 
has a mighty good way of her own of taking care of the 
surplus. We have seen an illustration of that lately. I be
lieve the Senator stated a while ago-and I ask the Senator 
to repeat his statement-that with the Soil Conservation Act 
in effect we produced more than the year before. 

Mr. McGILL. I said the acreage had been increased 
rather than reduced during the past 2 years, and our pro
duction had been increased. When I made that statement I 
referred to the commodities of wheat and com. I am not 
familiar with the cotton acreage of the United States. 

In conjunction with the questions I have asked I wish 
to say that it has been established before the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry since the beginning of the present 
session of Congress, having been concurred in by those who 
appeared before the committee from the Department of 
Agriculture, that notwithstanding the fact that we have had 
4 years of drought in this country, we have not had a short
age of wheat in this country; and we had a 90,000,000-
bushel carry-over last July 1, and probably will have a 235,-
000,000-bushel carry-over next year. 

Mr. LEE. Yes; but the imports of wheat into the United 
States have increased in the last 3 years. The importation 
of wheat jumped from 244,000 bushels in 1933-34 to 20,430,-
000 bushels the next year, and to 31,000,000 bushels the year 
following that, and in the last year to 77,000,000 bushels. 
The imports jumped from 244,000 bushels to 77,000,000 
bushels. That importation of wheat represented not only loss 

· of foreign markets to our farmers but it took the place of 
what should have been our own production. 

Mr. McGILL. If the Senator will yield at that point, I 
will say to him that one of the witnesses from the Depart
ment of Agriculture undertook to give the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry those figures the other day, and 
to assert that they resulted in loss of markets to our wheat 
producers. The fact is that the types of wheat imported 

have always been imported, and they are classes of wheat of 
which we do not produce a surplus. One class is durum 
wheat. We do not import any wheat of which we produce 
a surplus. The reason the imports have increased is because 
of the fact that we have had crop failures in North Dakota, 
Montana, and in some other States which produce durum 
wheat. 

Mr. LEE. I thank the Senator. I should like to proceed 
With my discussion. However, before I do, I wili say that 
no matter what kind of wheat it is that~ imported, it is in 
competition with the wheat which our farmer produces. In 
view of the fact that importation of wheat has jumped from 
244,()00 bushels to 77,000,000 bushels since the program of 
reduction has been inaugurated, it seems to me that the 
home market for the American farmer is even smaller than 
before. 

Under the provisions of the resolution we adopted we are 
to seek new markets. What has been done seems to me to 
be a violation of the terms of the resolution. Under the 
resolution we are to seek new uses for farm commodities. 
There is no point in seeking new uses for farm commodities 
when we are doing som~thing which causes synthetic arti
cles to be produced. When the price of our cotton went up 
under the operation of the Bankhead law Germany began to 
use synthetic products, even using wood to take the place 
of cotton in the market we then had. 

I desire to continue a statement of the graduation of 
payments. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President.--
Mr. LEE. I should like to go ahead with my explanation. 
Mr. McGILL. I do not want to interrupt the Senator's 

explanation. We had been talking about the imports of 
wheat. I do not know where the Senator gets his figures. 

Mr. LEE. From the Agricultural Year Book. 
Mr. McGILL. In the agricultural statistics for 1937 it is 

shown that for 1935 the importations of wheat were 
46,663,000 bushels. 

Mr. LEE. That is a higher figure than the figure I have. 
Mr. McGILL. I thought the Senator said our imports had 

increased to 77,000,000 bushels. 
Mr. LEE. That is for the period 1936-37. I believe I 

have later figures than those referred to by the Senator. 
These figures were furnished me by the Department of 
Agriculture yesterday. 

Mr. McGILL. I should like to ask the Senator one more 
question, and then I shall not interrupt him further. Does 
the Senator recognize the fact that white spring wheat, soft 
red winter wheat, hard red winter wheat, and durum wheat 

· are separate commodities and are treated as such by the 
Department of Agriculture and by the buyers of the 
country? 

Mr. LEE. That may be true when considered in a certain 
way, but considering it from the point of view of the farm
er's production, wheat is wheat, and one competes with the 
other. Even rye competes with wheat, and corn competes 
with wheat. Grains all compete with each other. When we 
lose so large a market to foreign wheat, in the amount of 
77,000,000 bushels shipped in, whereas 3 years ago, before 
the reduction program was started, we imported only 244,000 
bushels, and when our exports have also fallen off, it is time 
for us to look around and see what is happening to the 
American market. 

Mr. McGILL. There is no question that every bushel of 
the imported wheat is durum wheat, and it is not sold in 
competition with other wheat but is used by the millers of 
this country for blending purposes. We have a crop failure 
in that class of wheat, and a consequent increase of impor
tation. It is not sold on the market in competition with 
other wheat. 

Mr. LEE. Of course that argument is like the argument 
that the 266,000 bales of cotton shipped into this country are 
of long-staple cotton and that that cotton is not in compe
tition With our cotton. Just the same, one fiber is in 
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competition with another, and one kind of grain is in compe
tition with another kind of grain, regardless of whether or not 
their uses are sharply defined or whether from a technical 
standpoint they are exactly the same. 

Mr. President, I want to show some of the payments which 
were made to big producers, first under the A. A. A. and then 
under the Soil Conservation Act. I will show some of those 
over $10,000. I understand this program is one to help the 
little farmer. It is my intention to support a program the 
purpose of which is to help the small farmer. The man who 
raises a family, the man whose family helps him raise the 
crop, the man who feeds his family, and clothes his family, 
and educates his family, the small-unit farmer is the one I 
want to help. 

The committee bill or any other bill that artificially stimu
lates the price will help the big farmer. Why? Because he 
is cultivating a tremendous number of acres; he is cultivating 
each acre at a greater profit than is the small farmer, and, 
therefore, the higher we raise the price the more we increase 
the big farmer's profit. He is, so to speak, a power farmer. 
He has power in buying and selling, because he buys and 
sells in large quantities. Therefore, every time we artifi
cially stimulate the market we are helping the big farmer in 
greater proportion than the little farmer, because the margin 
cf the little farmer is smaller. 

I will read some of the payments that were made under 
the Triple A, and I will refer first to cotton payments. 

One Arkansas company was paid $84,000 in 1933. Was 
it the intention of Senators when they were voting for that 
bill to pay some corporation $84,000 to let its land lie idle? 
Then another Arkansas company was paid $80,000; a Mis
sissippi company $54,200; the Mississippi State Penitentiary 
$43,200; and an Arkansas penal institution $25,500. 

Referring to cotton payments made in 1934, one Arkansas 
company was paid $115,700, and a Mississippi company was 
paid $123,747. That is where the money has gone. Talk 
about the cost of the bill. Take some of the money that has 
been going to corporations, give it to the little one-row 
farmer, and it would go further. It would be necessary to 
spread the butter out, but it would cover more of the bread. 

What about wheat? In 1934 and 1935 wheat payments 
were made to a California company in the sum of $29,398.33, 
to a Washington company $26,022.06, to a California bank 
operator $23,845.22, to a Montana farmer $22,325.82. 

What about the corn-hog payments? Under that category 
to a California farming corporation there was paid $157,020, 
to a New Jersey company $49,194.38, to a California hog 
company $22,623.75, to a Massachusetts producer $19,098.75, 
and to a California producer $17,838.75. 

I am taking the time to read these figures because I wish 
to show that it is impossible to graduate these payments 
under a production control bill, for when the attempt is made 
to graduate it we are giving the biggest landowner the ad
vantage, and he is the man who can upset the market bal
ance at any time. Unless a change is made from crop con
trol, we are going to have to go on paying these corporation 
farmers and giving them greater and greater advantage over 
the little family farmer until finally such farmers will all be 
driven o1I the map and we will have nothing but a few big 
~'Yndicated farms in this country. 

I now come to payments to rice producers under the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act. I will not read the names, but in 
Louisiana there were payments as follows: In 1935, $59,-
285.01, $54,453.81, $41,595.04, $31,511.27, $31,202.48, $27,820.22, 
$24,489.60; in Arkansas, $28,261.20; in Texas, $50,983.77, 
$45,870.62, $40,668.66, $38,472, $37,379.35, $30,185.22, $26,-
896.94. In California there were payments of $63,768.75, 
$33,606.75, $31,836.75, and $31,138.50. To a Florida concern 
producing tobacco $41,454 was paid, and to a Connnecticut 
concern $20,530.91. 

Here is a long list of sugar payments made in Louisiana 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act. I will not read 
them all, but here are a few of them: $42,767.24; $47.231.63; 

$170.672.16; $181,523.11; $109,859.14; $101,524.72; $256,010.56; 
$197,333.49. That is about one-fifth of the number on that 
page. That is where the money is going which the Congress 
is appropriating. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I suggest that the Senator put the 
figures in the RECORD. 

Mr. LEE. I am later going to ask that that be done. 
I will read a few of the payments to large sugar corpora

tions in Puerto Rico, as follows: $45,533.40, $30,432.60, 
$26,686.68, $103,667.94, $103,015.80, $99,617.28, and the state
ment further shows that one Puerto Rican producer was 
paid $961,064. 

Did Senators know where the money was going when they 
appropriated it? Did they intend to vote such sums of 
money to corporations? That, however, is not all. I have 
here some figures of payments being made now. Those I 
have read were under the A. A. A. Of course, we justified 
that because of emergency, and we had to act and act 
quickly, but here are some payments that have been made 
under the soil-conservation program. They cannot be grad
uated under production control because, if that is done the 
big farmer will upset the market again. The big farmer 
will produce more and benefit by it; but under the plan 
proposed by my substitute bill the payments can be gradu
ated, and I have graduated them so that on the payment of 
$212,000,000, $12,000,000 would be saved; and $12,000,000 
divided among the little one-horse farmers, giving $300 to 
each, would take care of 41,000 of them. 

Here are some of the payments under the Soil Conserva
tion Act in California: $14,664, $15,657.60, $36,652.10, $41,-
882.83, $46,836.69, $54,378.01, $41,949.85, $12,212.96, $44,608.35, 
$34,453.34, $92,237.72, and $65,505.25. I have not read them 
all. I really do not wish to tire the Senate. 

Here are some of the payments under the agricultural
conservation program in Illinois and I am going to give the 
names of some of these. 

In Tilinois, estate of Hiram Sibley, $10,336.63; Minnesota, 
Humbolt Farming Co., $12,275.74; Florida, Tobacco Corpora
tion, $13,982.14; Louisiana, Maxwell Plantations, Inc., 
$14,214.12; Mississippi, Delta Planting Co., $13,905.61; Delta 
Pine & Land Co., $60,388.06; the Gaddis Farms, $10,438.92; 
the Missisippi State Penitentiary, $37,488.40; the Robert
shaw Co., $15,199.04; Will Dockery estate, $11,785.33; P. H. 
Brooks & Co., Inc., $10,530.11; McKee Bros., $19,342.95. In 
Texas, G. L. Murray & Sons, $15,825.50; Alcorn Land & 
Improvement Co., $10,731.81. In Arizona: Arizona Citrus 
Land Co., $47,682.47; Maricopa Reservoir Power Co., 
$19,269.90. 

Did the Senators realize when they appropriated money 
for the benefit of some ragged farmers that over $19,000 
would be paid to a power company? 

To the Miller Cattle Co. in Arizona there was paid 
$12,621.14; to the Cortaro Farms Co., $17,051.06; and to the 
Breece Prewitt Sheep Co., $25,576. 

Here are some of the payments under the agricultural 
conservation program: In Arkansas, TWist Bros., $10,961.79; 
Fairview Farms Co., $12,660:37; Joel W. Pugh, $14,660.96; 
Tillar Mercantile Co., $10,377.23; William W. Draper, 
$10,680.07. In Texas, to Oscar J. Wintermann, $15,014.81; 
Hudspeth Farms, $11,931.41; H. B. Jackson, $11,930.68; J. s. 
Mooring, $10,719.23; Chapman Ranch, $32,052.65; Simmonds 
& Perry, $14,990.98; Sugarland Industries, $11,675.15. In 
South Carolina, to J. F. Bland & Co., $10,013.45. In Florida, 
to United States Sugar Corporation, $80,321.92. In Mis
sissippi, to R. W. Owen & Son, $10,405.13. In Iowa, Amana 
Society of Iowa, $16,748.82; Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., 
$16,945.84; Equitable Life Insurance Co., $14,810.82; Equitable 
Life Assurance Co., divided in four counties, $11,584.53, 
$10,515.42, $16,663.50, and the fourth $15,216.35, making a 
total of $53,976.80. There was a further payment to the 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. of $13,357.75. In South 
Dakota, to the Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance Co., $10,723.94; 
to the Mutual Benefit Life Insurance Co., $11,253.48; to the 
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South Dakota Rural Credits Board, $11,847.74". To the State 
of Montana there was paid $14,883.64. In California there 
was paid to the American Crystal Sugar Co. $11,012.23, and so 
on, and so on. I ask that the tables from which I have 
read be inserted in the REcoRD at .this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The tables referred to are as follows: 
Cotton payments made in 1933: 

Arkansas company ____________ 1$84, 000 + $56, 000=$140, 000.00 
Another Arkansas company_______________________ 80,000.00 
Mississippi company __________ .t$54, 200+$37, 000= 91, 200.00 
Mississippi State PenitentiarY------------------- 43, 200. 00 
Arkansas penal institution_______________________ 25, 000.00 

Cotton payments made 1n 1934: 
Arkansas companY------------------------------- 115,700.00 
Mississippi companY----------------------------- 123,747.00 

Wheat payments made in 1934 and 1935: 
Cali!omia companY------------------------------ 29,398.32 
Washington companY-------------------------- 26,022. 06 
Caltlornla bank operator------------------------- 23,845.22 Montana farmer ________________________________ 22,325.82 

Corn-hog payments in 1934: 
19 corn-hog contracts in excess of_________________ 10, 000. 00 
8 corn-hcg contracts in excess of _________________ 16,000.00 
California !arming corporation_ __________________ 157, 020.00 
New Jersey companY----------------------------- 49,194.38 
California hog companY-------------------------- 22,623.75 Massachusetts producer __________________________ 19,098.75 
Caltlornia producer ______________________________ 17,838.75 

There were only two contracts paid in 1935 in excess of $10,000. 

1 If Arkansas company had taken cash payment instead of partly 
in options, the amount would have been about $56,000 more; would 
have been $37,000 higher for Mississippi company. 

Agricultural Adjustment Act payments to rice producers over 
$10,000 as announced Apr. 4, 1936 

State 

' 
Louisiana. ________ ------------------____ ---------- __ Do. ___________________ --------___________ -----_______ _ 

Do-------------------------------------------
Do ________ ---._--_----------------------------------Do ____ __ ---- ____ ---_____________ ----_______ --------_-_ 
Do._---------- __ -------___ -------------------------
Do ___ ---------_----____ -------------------------------

Arkansas ________ -------------- __ ---_---------- __ ----------
Texas. __ -------------------------------------------------

Do ___ --------__ ---_-_-------------_------------------Do. ___ ----__________________ ---- _______ ----_----_____ _ 
Do._----------_----_____ ___ --------_-_---------------
Do----------------------------------------------
Do. _____ --·--_-- __ ---------- ____ ---------- __ ----------
Do---------------------------------------------------

California. __ --··------ ______ -_----------------------------Do _________________________________________ --------· __ 
Do_------------__ ------- __ ---_____ ----_----.---·----
Do._----------·- __ --_----------__ ---- _____ ._----_--

Acreage 
allotment 

4. 670 
5,528 
3,372 
3,015 
3,379 
3,331 
2, 981 
2,205 
3,584 
3,368 
2,586 
3,147 
2, 451 
2, 301 
1, 910 
2,579 
1, '}3l:l 
1, {()3 
1,245 

1935 Pay. 
ment 

$59,285.01 
54,453.81 
41,595.04 
31,511. Zl 
31,202.48 
27,8~.22 
24,489.60 
28,261.~ 
50,983.77 
45,870.62 
40,668.66 
38,472. ()() 
37,379.35 
30,185.22 
26,896.94 
63,768.75 
33,606.75 
31,836.75 
31,138.50 

Agricultural Adjustment Act-Payments to Zarge producers of 
tobacco, announced Apr. 4, 1936 

Total, 1934: 
F1orida concern---------------------------------- $41,454.00 
Connecticut concern-------------------------- 20, 530.91 

Agricultural Adjustment Act-List of sugar payments over $10,000 
in Louisiana, announced Apr. 4, 1936 

state Total paym.ent 
Louisiana-------------------------------------- $42, 767. 24 

Do--------------------------------------------- 22,229.72 
Do--------------------------------------------- 40,041.82 
Do------------------------------------------- 74,140.48 
Do------------------------------------------- 27,205.50 l)o_____________________________________________ 45,571.57 
l)o_____________________________________________ 47,231.63 
l)o_____________________________________________ 55,913.32 

Do--------------------------------------------- 29,788.49 Do _____________________ ,______________________ 170, 676. 16 

Do----------------------------------------- 44,657.16 Do ____________________________ :________________ 58,728.48 
l)o__________________________________________ 181,523.11 
J)o____________________________________________ 13,647.00 

Do-------------------------------------------- 44,701.85 
DO--------------------------------------------- 70,099.75 I>o_____________________________________________ 64,203.28 
Do________________________________________ 86,068.43 

DO-------------------------------------------- 109,859.14 l)o____________________________________________ 46,593.82 

Do-------------------------------------------- 36,380.21 
I>o--------------------------------------------- 40,982.96 

Agricultural Adjustment Act-List of sugar payments over $10,000 
in Louisiana, announced Apr. 4, 1936-Continued 

State - - Total payment 
Louisiana-----------------------------------------· $57,685.81 

Do-------------------------------------------- 29,071.18 J)o____________________________________________ 32, 452.91 
l)o____________________________________________ 55,864. 46 
J)o____________________________________________ 36,553.16 
I>o ____ :_______________________________________ 27,953.00 
l)o___________________________________________ 101,524.72 

I>o-------------------------------------------~ 65,941 . 97 l)o____________________________________________ 84,535.54 

Do-------------------------------------------- 39,186.06 l)o____________________________________________ 33,062.76 
l)o____________________________________________ 256,010.56 
l)o____________________________________________ 197,333.49 

~============================================ ~~::~~:~g 
~==========;================================ ~t !~i: !~ l)o____________________________________________ 68,982.63 

lDO----~--------------------------------------- 19,787.01 l)o____________________________________________ 15, 285.72 
I>o____________________________________________ 15,463.89 

l)o____________________________________________ 21, 429. 87 

g~==========================-================= it!!~:~~ Do-------------------------------------------- 26,991.08 l)o______________________________________ 14, 661. 25 
Do__________________________________________ 15, 683.76 

~============================================ ~~:~~: :~ Do----------------------------------------- 15, 996. 19 l)o____________________________________________ 28,064.55 

Do------------------------------------------ 22,277.82 
Do------------------------------------------- 18,039.71 
DO-------------------------------------------- 35,224.87 
DO-------------------------------------------- 18,540.81 

Total---------------------------------------- 3.466,094.26 
Agricultural Adjustment Act-Payments to Puerto Rican producers 

as announced Apr. 4, 1936 
SUGAR Advance 

1935 payment 
~ertoltico __________________________________________ $45,533.40 

I>o---------------------------------------------- 30,432.60 
Do---------------------------------------------- 26,686.68 
Do------------------------------------------- 41,030.04 
Do--------------------------------------------- 10,597.14 
Do--------------------------------------------- 53,023.20 
Do--------------------------------------------- 20,404.50 
Do---------------------------------------------- 32,064.24 
Do---------------------------------------------- 18,304.62 

~====================================~:: ~i: ~~: :~ Do---------------------------------------------- 13,245.30 I>o ______________________________________________ 103,667.94 
l)o ______________________________________________ 1~970.60 

Do----------------------------------------- 103, 015. 80 I>o _____________________________________________ 30,111.00 
I>o _____________________________________________ 23, 751.84 
l)o ______________________________________________ 13,555.38 
!)o ______________________________________________ 12,634.32 

Do--------------------------------------------- 10,928.40 
Do---------------------------------------------- -11,646.90 l)o ______________________________________________ 99,617.28 
l)o _____________________________________________ 33,522.60 
I>o ______________________________________________ 21,354.54 
l)o ______________________________________________ 19,507.02 
l)o ______________________________________________ 24,423.78 
!)o ______________________________________________ 32,576.28 
l)o _____________________________________________ 28,495.50 

Total------------------------------------------ 931,151.16 
The total payments in most eases would be about five to six 

times the individual figure given as the advance payment In the 
above table. 

One Puerto Rican producer has been paid $961,064. 
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Apricultural Adjmtment Act-Payments over $10,000 to sugarbeet 

eyperators, as announced Apr. 4, 1936 
State Total payment 

~llforrUa--------------------------~---------------- $14,664.00 I)o ______________________________________________ 15,657.60 
I)o ______________________________________________ 36,652.10 
J)o ______________________________________________ 41,882.83 
l)o ______________________________________________ 46,836.69 

Do---------------------------------------------- 54,378.01 
DO------~--------------------------------------- 41,949.85 
Do---------------------------------------------- 12,212.96 
Do---------------------------------------------- 44,608.35 l)o ______________________________________________ 34,453.34 
!)o ______________________________________________ 33,904.60 
Do ______________________________________________ 12,304.00 

Do---------------------------------------------- 92,237.72 
Do---------------------------------------------- 11, 565.00 no ______________________________________________ 23,058.00 

Do---------------------------------------------- 10,967.80 
DO---------------------------------------------- 28, 717.75 
Do---------------------------------------------- 19,694.98 
Do---------------------------------------------- 17, 761.73 
Do---------------------------------------------- 15, 921.83 l)o ______________________________________________ 37,656.20 
l}o ______________________________________________ 17,055.03 

Do---------------------------------------------- 16,851. 86 
Do------~--------------------------------------- 13,706. 61 
DO---------------------------------------------- 19,210.19 

Colorado-------------------------------------------- 65,505.25 

Total----------------------------------------- 779,414.28 
Agricultural conservation program 

PAYMENTS OVER $10,000, ANNOUNCED MAY 20, 1937 

State Company 

lllinois_ _____________ Estate of Hiram Sibley---- -------------- ~-------
Minnesota __________ Humbolt Farming CO----- ------- ~--------------
Florida______________ Tobacco Corporation __ ___ ______________________ _ 
Louisiana_---------- Maxwell Plantations, Inc ___________ :_ __________ _ 
MississippL________ Delta Planting Co ___ __________________________ _ 

Do___ ____ _______ Delta Pine & Land Co _________________________ _ 
Do ______________ The Gaddis Farms------------------------------
Do____________ __ State Penitentiary_ ----------------------------
Do______________ The Robertshaw Co __ -------------------------
Do_____________ _ Will Dockery Estate----------------------------Do __________ ____ P. H. Brooks & Co., Inc _______________________ _ 
Do______________ McKee Bros ______ __ ----------------------------Texas _______________ G. L. Murray & Sons ______ ____ ________________ _ 
Do__ ____________ .Alcorn Land & Improvement Co _______________ _ 

Arizona ____________ _ Arizona Citrus Land Co·------------------------
Do__ ____________ Maricopa Reservoir & Power Co ______________ _ _ 
Do ____________ _ Hodges, J. L- -----------------------------------Do__ ____________ Miller Cattle Co ___ _______________ _____________ _ 
Do__ ___________ Cortaro Farms Co ___ __ ________________________ _ 
Do______________ Breece Prewitt Sheep Co _______________________ _ 

Conservation 

Amount 

$10,336. 63 
12,275.64 
13,982.14 
14, 214. 12 
13, 905.61 
60,388. 06 
10, 438. 92 
37, 488. 40 
15, 199.04 
11,785.33 
10,530.11 
19,342.95 
15,825.50 
10,731.81 
47,682. 47 
19,269.90 
10,835.46 
12,621.14 
17,051.06 
25,576.00 

PAYMENTS OVER $10,000, ANNOUNCED SEPT. 9, 1937 

State Company Amount 

Arkansas____________ Twist Bros--- ---------------------------------- $10, 961. 79 
Do______________ Fairview Farms Co----------------------------- 12,660.37 
Do ______________ Joel W. Pugh___________________________________ 14.660.96 
Do______________ Tillar Mercantile Co _________________ :___________ 10, 377. 23 
Do ______________ Wm. W. Draper_ __ _____________________________ 10,680.07 

Texas_-------------- Oscar J. Wintermaun_ -------------------------- 15, 014 .. 81 
Do______________ Hudspeth Farms-------------------------------- 11,931.45 
Do ______________ R. P. Jf\"kson___________________________________ 11,930. &J 
Do ______________ J . S. Mooring___________________________________ 10,719.23 
DO-------------- Chapman Ranch------------ -------------------- 32,052.65 
Do ______________ Simmonds & Perry----------------------------- 14,990.98 

souR0oai:Oiiiia:=:::: ~~~-~~fa~J&Ic~i~~~====::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: 8I~: ~~ 
Florida___ ___________ U. S. Sugar Corporation_----------------------- 80,821.92 
MississippL________ R. W. Owen & Son_____________________________ 10,405.13 
Iowa________________ Amana Society of Iowa__________________________ 16, 748.82 

Do__ ___________ _ Metropolitan Life Insurance Co________________ 16, 945. 84 
Do______________ Equitable Life Insurance Co__________________ __ 14,810.82 

l
l 11, 581. 53 

D {
Equitable Life Assurance Society of United 2 10, 515. 42 

0 -------------- States. 3 16, 663. 50 
• 15,216. 35 

Do_______ _______ Metropolitan Life Insurance Co_________________ 13,357.75 
South Dakota_______ Phoenix Mutual Life Insurance Co______________ 10, 723. 94 

Do ______________ Mutual Benefit Life Insurance Co______________ 11,253.48 
Do__ ____________ South Dakota Rural Credits Board_------------ 11,847. 1• 

Montana____________ State of Montana_------------------------------ 14,883.64 
Ca1ifornia___________ American Crystal Sugar Co_____________________ 11,012.23 

Do______________ Newhall Land & Farming Co___________________ 13, 779. 27 
Do_____________ _ American Crystal Sugar Co_____________________ 13,976.59 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ t~t~~~:~~=~===~~~~~~~~~~:::::::::~ ~ 5 ~ 
Do______________ California Packing Corporation_---------------- 11, 359. 41 

1 Winnebago County. 
1 Humboldt County. 

1 Kossuth County. 
'Wright County. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at that 
point? 

Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. Outside of corn, wheat, and cotton, would the 

Senator's bill, in any way, affect the soil-conservation pay
ments? 

Mr. LEE. Only in the graduated scales, as I include them 
in the graduated payments. 

Mr. POPE. The Senator does not include any other com
modities than corn, wheat, and cotton? 

Mr. LEE. It is not my intention so to do. 
Mr. POPE. So, outside of corn, wheat, and cotton, the 

payments which were made as to sugar and as to potatoes 
and as to all the other commodities under the Soil Conserva
tion Act would not be changed? 

Mr. LEE. Let me correct my last statement. I shall ex-
tend it to the others. . 

Mr. POPE. The Senator proposes by amendment to ex-
tend it to all the others? · 

Mr. LEE. Absolutely. The idea of paying this money out 
to corporations does not appeal to me. 

Mr. POPE. - Let .me ask the Senator another question. 
Would the Senator desire to amend in that respect by a pro
vision in his bill the sugar bill which was passed at the last 
session? 

Mr. LEE. I should want to amend it in the most practi
cable manner. If this bill is not the proper place, I desire 
to place the amendment where it should be. 

Mr. POPE. Has the Senator given study to the sugar bill 
and the payments that are made under it, so that he desires 
to amend it? 

Mr. LEE. I have not, except I have made a study of the 
payments. 

Mr. POPE. To the sugar growers? 
Mr. LEE. The payments are all I have seen, and they are 

enough to convince me that the big corporations are sharing 
in the program in a way that we did not have in mind. 

Mr. POPE. The Senator will recall that at the last session 
the sugar bill was passed almost unanimously by the Senate, 
having the support of the growers, the processors of sugar, 
and everybody else; and I am merely asking the Senator if 
it is his intention now to attempt to amend that bill before 
it is given a full trial in administration? 

Mr. LEE. Of course I did not understand that was the 
soil-conservation bill. 

Mr. POPE. It is the sugar bill, and payments which are 
made are of course made both under the Soil Conservation 
Act and the Sugar Act. 

Mr. LEE. It is not my intention in any way to make 
legislation any more complicated. It is my intention to 
effect a graduated scale on these big payments. which would 
be carrying out the resolution we passed last spring. 

Mr. POPE. Since in the Soil Conservation Act there is 
that acreage-diversion feature, does the Senator hope that 
by making that change we can accomplish very much soU 
conservation? 

Mr. LEE. Certainly. 
Mr. POPE. The principal payments are made for soil 

diversion. If we cut down the payments very materially 
on the larger. owners, could we get them to go into the 
program of soil conservation? 

Mr. LEE. The soil-conservation bill we passed gave a 
great deal of leeway to the Secretary of Agriculture. We 
did not set up a yardstick by which the payments should be 
made. It is very elastic. The Secretary of Agriculture made 
the payments on the basis of production. Which ground 
produced the most? It was the richest ground, the bottom 
land. the level land that needs the least soil conservation. 
The hillside land that needs it seven times more gets only 
one-seventh of the benefit. The fine black bottom land 
farmer in Texas, the big corporation farmer, when he heard 
what he would get, turned away and discharged 50 of his 
tenants, driving them to the relief rolls. His land is lying 
idle today and he is drawing benefit payments today, while 
the hillside farmer who needs soil-conservation aid is not 
getting it. I intend to do what I can to change that situa-
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tion. It was not my intention, when we gave liberty of pay
ment, to give most to the man w!lo has most. 

Unto every one that hath shall be given, and he shall have 
abundance; but from him that hath not shall be taken away even 
that which he hath. 

Yes, I intend to do what I can to change that situation. 
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. PoPE] is worried about what 

will happen to soil. It will mean that every little 160-acre 
farmer, every little family farmer, will get this money in
stead of it going to the big corporation. The corporations 
will get up to $2,500 and 5 percent above that. They wtll 
not get anything unless they carry out the entire soil-con
servation program. If that is not enough to interest them 
in taking care of their own soil, then they will have to stay 
out of the program. 

The thing the committee has had to worry about is that 
every time we effect a graduation downward, we let loose 
land for production. I do not intend to try to control that 
production, but to graduate the big fellow downward and 
hold him down. 

Let me make one or two further statements and then I 
hope I shall be able to close. The argument was made, 
which I wish to answer now, that the proposed substitute 
will increase production by removing control. The farmer 
never before had a choice of producing part of his crops at 
a profit and the other part at a loss, as he would have under 
the proposed substitute. He had a fixed obligation which 
he had to meet. His obligation was $100 of taxes and pos
sibly $100 of interest. That obligation was fixed. He had 
to raise enough cotton, even though it went to 4 Y2 cents a 
pound, to meet that fixed obligation. He increased his 
production. Had he had a reasonable income on part of 
it, he could have done that without increasing his produc
tion that much. The result will be that the farmer will 
increase his production only enough to assure himself of 
his quota and have a margin for good years and bad years. 

The Senator from Idaho said in his explanation of the 
bill that it is desired that an ever-normal granary be set 
up similar to the set-up Joseph had in Biblical days. If I 
should advocate the kind of government under which Joseph 
had his ever-normal granary, the Senator would hit the 
ceiling. It was one of the most rigid monarchies ever set 
up. Of course, under a Stalin government or a Hitler gov
ernment that might be done, but under the plan proposed 
we have a more automatic natural granary on every man's 
farm. The farmer would come in and give proof that he 
had raised his allotted amount of wheat and the Govern
ment would pay him, and that would end it; or he could 
take the wheat home and feed it to his chickens, or grind 
it and eat it, or put it in a metal granary hoping for a 
better price later, or he could put it into a cooperative 
wheat pool and gamble on the future, or he coUld sell it 
that day. He can put it all in his own granary and then 
he can feed part of it. 

I have raised three crops of wheat for feed. I did not 
have any other grain to feed my mules. Nobody knew bow 
much I had from day to day. Of course, my farmer kliew, 
but even I did not know. That fact alone would have a 
stimulating effect on the market, whereas if every bushel of 
wheat is sealed and every bushel of corn is tagged, the buyers 
will know how much grain is in the country and will drive 
the price down all they can, and we will have to do more 
jacking up to get the prices back. By letting the farmers 
raise what they can in good years and by paying them a 
bounty check, we would be able to tide them over. 

The farmer could hold a part of his crop. I know farm
ers who like to do that. Every farmer likes to have enough 
grain to run at least 2 years. Nowadays, with metal ven
tilated granaries, a man can store his corn and wheat and 
keep it a considerable length of time, and there we have an 
automatic ever-normal granary in the proper way that it was 

intended to be had. It gives an exportable surplus that we 
can export. 

One of the most important features of this problem is to 
restore the farmer to that point where he can regain his 
old feeling of independence. The farmer is a natural indi
vidualist. He is about the only individualist we have left. 
The merchant has to kowtow to his customers. The profes
sional people have different kinds of clients and have to get 
along with them all, but the farmer can stand on his own 
two feet and announce his feelings to the world. He is an 
individualist. I want to see him kept in that position. I 
think that is a position worthy of preservation in America, 
that feeling of independence that would be gone if we 
should regiment the farmer. Taking away entirely that 
feeling of independence would be regimentation and nothing 
less. 

Furthermore the bill would provide for greater national 
security. After 3 years of reduction we faced a com short
age in the country and had to ship com in from abroad. 
After a wheat reduction we had a wheat shortage and had to 
ship in wheat from abroad. What is going to happen to our 
foreign trade, much less our own trade, if this continues? 
During 1935-36, if we had exported as much as we imported, 
the farmer would have had a market in America of $1,500,-
000,000 more than he did have. We are letting the foreign 
countries dip into our market. I want America to have a 
place in the sun. I want us to sell at home and abroad. 

During the last session there was some talk that we were 
going to be offered a merchant marine subsidy bill. I . had 
thought that I would support such a bill. I wanted our goods 
to be carried over to foreign countries. I wanted our mer
chants to walk up the steps and knock on their doors and ask 
for their trade, because there is trade to be had. I did not 
know you wanted us to teach Russia how to power farm on a 
grand scale and then turn the market over to her. I have 
a telegram here showing that our cottonseed is going to 
Ethiopia to increase the cotton market. The world cotton 
market has jumped up every year, and world production has 
increased every year. I have a telegram from the .Agricul
tural Department of Texas stating that 80 percent of our 
cottonseed will be shipped to the Italian Government to be 
delivered in Ethiopia. We not only have taught those folks to 
farm, but now we are furnishing them seed, and are going 
to buy it for them and let somebody else have the market. 
I do not believe we ought to do that. I think we ought to 
maintain that foreign trade, and we can do it under the 
substitute. We cannot maintain our trade under the other 
measure. 

Then there is the question of employment. If we cut off 
5,000,000 bales of cotton, that is equal to a billion man-hours. 
These figures are from Colonel Westbrook, who was formerly 
with theW. P. A. That amounts to one billion man-hours; 
and, figured at 40 cents an hour, that is $400,000,000 that we 
shall have to dig up and pay to Harry Hopkins to put the 
farmers to work that are going to be put out of work if we 
cut off the 5,000,000 bales. The Senator has asked us to cut 
off more than that, and it will be multiplied by just what we 
cut off in our production. There are over 3,000,000 persons 
engaged in the handling of cotton alone in the South, com
pressing, transporting, oil-mill workers, etc. 

The beauty of this substitute is that it will work auto
matically. A great deal of machinery will be required to 
operate the committee bill. The substitute bill will work 
almost automatically, and that certainly is an advantage in 
considering any piece of legislation. It is based on the sound 
philosophy of paying a man for doing something, rather than 
paying him for not doing it. 

I ask permission to have inserted in the REcoRD, follow
ing my remarks, some of the tables to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the tables were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 



618 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE DECEMBER 1 
Production of corn and wheat for 26 years 

CORN 

Year 

1909----~----- _____ : ___ ---------------------------
] 910- --------------------------------------------
] 911. ------ - --------------------------------------
1912_---------------------------------------------
1913.---------------------------------------------
1914- --------- __ ._ _- ----------------------- - --------
1915- --------------------- ------------------------
1916. --------------------------- --------- ------- -
1917----------------------------------------------
1918.- - ---------------------------- ---------------
1919.------------------- --------------------------
1920. ------- ___ -___ ------------------ ___ -_____ -__ ----
1921_------------- - -- -----------------------------
1922.---------------------------------------------
1923.---------------------------------------------
1924----------------------------------------------
1925.--------------------------------------------
] 926.---------------------------------------------
1927----------------------------------------------
1928.---------------------------------------------
1929.----------------------------------------~----
1930. -- ------------------------------------------ -
1931_-- -------------------------------------------
1932_------------------------------------------- - -1933.-- _____ ._ ___________________________ . __ .: ___ ----

1934_-- -------------------------------------------

TotaL_------._---------------.------------
Average per year_--------------------------------

WHEAT 

1909.-- _____ : __ -----------------------------------
1910----------------------------------------------

. 1911. ---------------------------------------------
1912 ~ - ------------ --------------------------------
1913.--------------------------------------------
] 914----------------------------------------------
1915.--------------------------- __ -___ --- - ~ --------
1916.-----------------------___ : _ -----------------
1917----------------------------------------------
1918.--------------------------------------- ~ --- --
1919----------- ___ :. _ ------------- : __ --------------
1920.---------------------------------------------
1921_--------------- :. _ ----------------------------
1922.---------------------------------------------
1923----------------------------------------------
1924.---------------------------------------------
1925. ---------------------------------------------
1926.---------------------------------------------
1927----------------------------------------------
1928.---------------------------------------------
1929.---------------------------------------------
1930.---=-------- ---------------------------------
1931.---------------------------------------------
1932_ ---------------------------------------------
1933- - ---------------- ----------------------------
1934.---------------------------------------------

TotaL ____ ----------- ____ -----_---_--- _____ _ 
Average per year __ -------------------------------

Production 
(million 
bushels) 

2, 611 
2,8.53 
2,475 
2,948 
2,273 
2,524 
2,829 
2,425 
2,908 
2,441 
2,679 
3,071 
2, 928 
2, 707 
2,875 
2, Z98 
2,853 
2,575 
2,678 
2, 715 
2, 536 
2,065 
2, 589 
2,907 
2,352 
1,381 

67,493 
2, 596 

68-t 
625 
618 
730 
751 
897 

1,009 
635 
620 
904 
952 
843 
819 
847 
759 
840 
669 
834 
875 
913 
822 
890 
932 
746 
529 
496 

20,240 
778 

Farm 
price 1 
(per 

bushel) 

$0.59 
.48 
. 62 
. 49 
.69 
.64 
.58 
.89 

1.28 
1. 37 
1. 51 
.61 
. 53 
. 75 
.84 

1.05 
. 70 
. 75 
.85 
.84 
.80 
• 59 
.32 
.32 
.52 
.85 

----------
. 748 

$0.98 
-~ 
. 87 
. 76 
.80 
.99 
. 92 

1.60 
2.01 
2.04 
2.16 
1.83 
1.03 
. 97 
. 93 

1. 25 
1.44 
1.22 
1. 19 
1.00 
1.03 
.67 
.39 
.38 
. 74 
.88 

1.11 

Net ex-
port 

(percent) 

1.05 
2.3 
1. 7 
1. 7 
.05 

1. 6 
]. 2 
2. 7 
1.6 
.8 
. 2 

2. 2 
6.1 
2.6 
.8 
.2 
.8 
.7 
. 5 

1. 5 
. 4 
.1 
.1 
.3 
.2 

----------
1.3 

12.9 
11. 2 
12.7 
19.7 
19~ 5 
37.3 
23.8 
28.5 
16.6 

. 30.6 
22.8 
27.1 
32.4 
24.2 
17.4 
30.3 
13.8 
24.7 
21. 8 
15. 6 
17.1 
12. 6 
13.3 
4.3 
4.8 

----------
20.2 

· 1 Price per bushel received by producers. Prices for years 1909 through 1918 are as 
of Dec. 1 of each year. Prices for years 1929 through 1934 are weighted average price.> 
for crop-marketing season., 

Source: Yearbook of Agriculture, U. S. Department of Agriculture. Production 
figures for all years from 1935 edition, 74th Cong., 1st sess., H. Doc. No. 33. Farm 
prices for years 1919 through 1934 from 1935 edition. Farm prices for years 1909 
through 1918 from 1934 edition, 73d Cong., 2d sess., H. Doc. No. 260, as these figures 
were not shown in 1935 edition. 

Cotton: Production, average farm price, exports, and percent ez
ported, United States, 1909-35 

, Year 

Total 
produc
tion (per 

1,000 
bales) 

Average Domestic 
farm exporrts 
price (pe 
(per 1,000 

i;lound) bales) 

Percent
age of 

exports 
to total 
produc-

tion 
; . ------------:-'-~--1------------

1909.-- _-__ --------------------------------
1910 .• ------------------------------------
191 L- ______ ---- __ --- ___ -----. _ -----.-----
1912 . . ------------------------------------
1913. ----------- ----.:.--------------------
1914 .. ------------------------------------
1915 . • ------------ ------------------------
1916 . . --- ------- --------------------------
1917----------------------------------:. __ _ 
1918. -------------------------------------
1919--------------------------------------192() ____________________________________ •• 

10,005 
11,609 
15,693 
13,703 
14,156 
16,135 
11,192 
11,450 
11,302 
12,041 
11,421 
13,440 

Oents 
13. 9 
14. 1 
8.8 

11.9 
12.2 
6.8 

11.3 
19.6 
27.7 
27.6 
35. 6 
13.9 

6,353 
8,0'!r 

11,116 
9,146 
9,508 
8, 702 
6,113 
5, 525 
4, 402 
5, 774 
6, 707 
5.973 

61.9 
67.1 
69.3 
64..9 
65.3 
51.6 
50.7 
45.6 
36.1 
46.2 
52.5 
42.8 

Cotton: Production, average farm price, exports, and percent ez
ported, United States, 1909-35-Continued 

Year 

Total 
produc
tion (per 

1,000 
bales) 

Average Dotnestic 
farm e:rports 
price (per 
(per 1,000 

pound) bales) 

Percent-
age of 

exports 
to total 
produc-

tion 

---------------1----------------

1921 ___ --------- ------------------: ___ ----
1922 .. ------------ -------- ----------------
1 923 ______ -------- ------------------------
192!_ -------~ ------ ------------- ----------
1925_ -------------------------------------
1926 ___ -- ---------------------------------
1927--------------------------------------
1928 . . ------------------------------------
1929--------------------------------------
1930.----------- --------------------------
1931.------ ------------------------ -------
1932 . . ----~--- ----------------------------
1933 __________ -------------------- --------
1934 ______ -- -------------- ------ ----------
1935 .. -------- ----------------------------

7,954 
9, 755 

10, 140 
13,628 
16,104 
17,977 
12,955 
14,478 
14, 828 
13, 932 
17,096 
13,002 
13,047 
9,636 

10,420 

CentJ 
16.2 
23.8 
31.0 
22. 6 
18.2 
10.9 
19.6 
18.0 
16.8 
9.5 
5. 7 
6.5 

10. 2 
12.4 
11.1 

6,348 
5,007 
5, 815 
8,240 
8, 267 

11,299 
7,859 
8, 419 
7,035 
7,133 
9,191 
8, 895 
7,9fi4 
5,037 
5. 973 

75.2 
46.5 
54.5 
58.1 
49.3 
66.7 
58.1 
54.9 
44. 8 
50.5 
53.2 
67.4 
59.9 
51.1 
56.1 

SQuroes: Yearbook of AgriculturE', 1933, U. S. Departme:::t of Agriculture p 472 
[S21 .A35]; Agricultural Statistics, 1936, U. S. Department or Agriculture' p. 76• 
Ootton Production and Distribution, Season or 1935-36, u. 8. Department ~f Com~ 
merce, Bulletin 173, p. 42. , 

United States: Foreign trade in specified agricultural products, 
. 1927-37 

Wheat, including 
flour 

Year ended June 30 

Exports Imports 

---
1,000 1,000 - bushel$ bushel$ -

1926-27- ------~----- 219,.160 13,264 
1927-28.------------ 206,259 15,734 
1928-29.------------ 163,687 21,442 
1929-30.------------ 153,245 12,956 
193Q-3L ------------ 131,475 19,059 
1931-32.------------ 135,797 12,886 
1932--33.------------ 41, 211 9,382 
1933-34.------------ 37,002 11, 494 
1934-35.- : _______ : __ 21, 532" 25,134 
1935-36.------------ 15,929 46,636 
1936-37------------- 21,584 47,924 

Beef' 

Exports Imports 

---
1,000 1,000 

pounds ponnds 
1926-27------------- 151,531 60,289 
1927-28.------------ 106, 595 117,790 
1928-29------------- 101,303 164,900 
1929-30.------------ 102, 080 122,307 
1930-31.------------ 98,379 21,158 
1931-32.------------ 79,482 26,947 
1932-33.------------ 74,000 32,941 
193.1-3-L ------------ 78,515 40,605 
1934-35.------------ 40,882 267, 384 
1935 ·36. ------------ 32,009 235,241 
1936-37------------- 30,171 108,629 

1 Bales of 000 pounds gross. 
2 Bales of 478 pounds net. 

Oorn, including 
flvur and meal Cotton, lint 

Exports Imports Exports I lmportsJ 

------------
1, coo t,OQO 1, ()()() 1,00[) 

rbushei.B bu~htu bales bales 
19,819 1,098 11,231 400 
19,409 5,463 7,800 367 
41,874 490 8, 520 476 
10,281 497 7,096 414 
3, 317 1, 747 7,048 107 
3, 969 386 8, 989 139 

. 8, 775 195 8,647 133 
4, 965 244 8, 366 157 
2,324 20,430 5,066 116 

816 31,286 6,397 148 
553 77,974 5, 722 266 

Pork• Lard I 

Exports Imports Exports Imports 

------------
1,000 1 ,()/)() 1,000 1,000 

pouniU pounds pounds pouniU 
1, 012,668 21,004 695,869 84 
1, 046,306 11,838 740, 1117 5 
L, 112,394 11,820 799, 230 3 
1,138, 588 6,188 803,943 2 

791,354 3,838 596, 430 2 
679,748 5,264 550,320 s. 
686,462 4,487 565, f. 57 1 
705, 9~1 1,897 551,413 (I) 
355,072 4, 010 227,403 22 
159, 103 25.399 88,860 17 
167,197 62,417 101,465 2i3 

a Includes canned, .c:ured, and fresh beef, oleo oil, oleo stock, oleomargarine, tallow, 
and stearin from animal fats. 

~ Includes canned, fresh, salted, or pickled pork, lard, neutral lard, lard oil, bacon, 
ha.ms, and ·Wiltshire & Cumberland sides. 

• Includes neutral lard. · · 
• Less than 000 pol,l.Dds. 
Bureau of .Agricultural Economics. Compiled from Monthly: Sll.IIllllar"Y of Foreign 

Commerce of the United States, 1 anuary and Jun.e issues,. 1926-37, and official records 
of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 

Memorandum prepared . by Mrs. Grace Knott, branch 2905, 
·National Resources Committee in Department of the Interior . 

Sources: National Bureau of Economic Research, Brookings In· 
stitution. · 

1921-35-WEALTH 

5% percent of the people own 54% percent of the wealth. 
3.2 percent of the people own 46.4 percent of the wealth. 
2 percent of the people own 40.2 percent of the wealth. 
lY:z percent of the people own 37.3 percent of the wealth. 
0.6 percent of the people own 28.1 percent of the wealth. 
0.02 percent of the people own 6.3 percent of the wealth. 
0.00016 percent of the people own 2.9 percent of the wealth. 

(Welford King Distribution o! Income and Wealth, printed 1926.) 
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t 929--INCOMB 

·13 .7 percent of the population has 50 percent income. 
11.1 percent of the population has 46 percent income. 
9.1 percent of the population has 43 percent income. 
0.02 percent of the population has 6.6 percent income. 

Mr. LEE. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and to which I have referred during my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will lie on 
the table. 

Mr. LEE's amendment was to strike out all after the enact
ing clause, and in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

That this act may be cited a.s the "Agricultura.l Adjustment Act 
of 1937.'' 
TrrLE I-DOMESTIC ALLOTMENTS AND PAYMENTS FOR COTTON, WHEAT, 

AND CORN 

SECTION 1. (a) For the marketing year ending in 1938 and each 
marketing year thereafter, there shall be established for ea.ch farm 
of any farmer producing cotton, wheat, or corn a domestic allot
ment with respect to the production of each such commodity. 
The normal year's domestic consumption of each such commodity 
shall be allotted by the Secretary among the several States and 
among the counties or other administrative areas in such States 
deemed by him the most effective in the region for the purposes 
of the administration of this act. Such allotment shall be ~n 
the basis of the annual average production of the commodity 
within such States and administrative areas during the preceding 
10 years with adjustments for abnorma.l weather conditions, 
trends in' production. a.nd the diversion of acreage under the agri
cultural adjustment and conservation programs, during such 
period. 

(b) The allotment for each such administrative area shall be 
a.llotted, through the State, county, and local committees of 
fanners hereinafter provided, among the farms within the local 
administrative area on which the commodity is produced for 
market, on the basis of the average annual production of the 
commodity on such farms during the preceding 10 years, with 
equitable adjustments for abnormal weather conditions, crop fail
ures, diversion of acreage under the agricultural adjustment and 
conservation programs, and the cotton, wheat, and corn produc
tivity of the total cultivated ground on such !arms (considering 
land used for growing a.lfalfa. and other temporary hay crops as 
cultivated ground): Provided, That the combined minimum allot
ments of cotton. wheat, and com for any farm shall .not be less 
than the smaller of the following amounts: ( 1) The amount of 

. the average production of such commodities on such farm during 
the preceding 10 years, or (2) an amount of such commodities 
having a combined value of $ , computed at parity prices 
as of the end of the preceding marketing year. Not less than 
3 percent of the allotment of each such commodity to each admin
istrative area shall be available for allotment to farms on which 
none of such commodity was produced during the preceding 
10 years. 

(c) The amount of a commodity allotted to a farm under this 
section shall be its domestic allotment with respect to such 
commodity. 

SEC. 2. (a) Promptly following the close of each marketing year 
(beginning with the marketing year ending in 1938) for cotton, 
wheat, or corn the Secretary shall make parity payments to farmers 
who engaged in the production of each such commodity on farms 
having a domestic allotment for such commodity for such market
ing year, and who cooperated with the program under the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act during such nuqketing 
year. The parity payments shall be computed at a. rate equal to the 
amount by which the average parity price for the commodity 
during such year exceeded the current average farm price for such 
commodity during such year, and shall be paid on the smaller of 
the following: ( 1) The domestic allotment for the farm with re
spect to which the payment is made, or (2) the amount of the 
commodity shown to the satisfaction of the Secretary to have been 
actually produced on such farm during such marketing year. 

(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this section, 
parity payments for cotton, wheat, or com with respect to the 
marketing year ending in 1938 shall be computed at the rates 
heretofore announced by the Secretary under the 1938 agricultural 
conservation program in connection with farm goals for cotton, 
wheat, and corn, respectively, in case such rates are greater tlian the 
rates hereinbefore in this section provided. 

(c) The amount paid to any farmer as a parity payment under 
this act with respect to any year shall be deducted from any 
amounts payable to him under the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act With respect to such year. 

CROP INSURANCE 

SEc. 3. In any case in which any farmer, by reason of crop fail
ure, during any marketing year (beginning with the. marketing 
year ending in 1938) produces less than 50 percent of hiS domestic 
allotment of cotton, wheat, or com, the Secretary shall pay to such 
farmer a sum equal to the value, computed upon the average parity 
price for such marketing year, of the amount of ·such commodity 
by which his production was less than 50 percent of the smaller of 
(1) his domestic allotment with respect to such commodity, or 
(2) the normal yield of the acreage planted by him to such com
modity. 

SEC. 4. The payments paid by the Secretary to farmers under 
this act, and the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, 
sha.ll be divided among the landowners, tenants, and sharecrop
pers of any farm, with respect to which such payments are paid, 
in the same proportion that such landowners, tenants, and share
croppers are entitled to share in the proceeds of the agricultural 
commodity with respect to which such payments are paid; and 
such payments shall be paid by the Secretary directly to the land
owners, tenants, or sharecroppers entitled thereto: Provided, That 
if the amount of such payments (except payments computed un
der section 2 (b) of this act) to any person with respect to any 
year, computed as hereinbefore provided, would exceed $600, such 
amount shall be reduced by 25 percent of that part of the amount 
in excess of $600, but not in excess of $1,000; by 60 percent of that 
part of the amount in excess of $1,000, but not in excess of $1,500; 
by 90 percent of that part of the amount in excess of $1,500, but 
not in excess of $2,500; and by 95 percent of that part of the 
amount in excess of $2,500. 

SEc. 5. The Commodity Credit Corporation is hereby authorized 
and directed to extend the maturity date of all notes evidencing 
a. loan made by that Corporation on cotton produced during the 
crop year 1937-38 from July 31, 1938, to July 31, 1939. 

The Corporation is further authoriZed and directed to waive 
its right to reimbursement from warehousemen accruing because 
of the improper grading of cotton as provided in the loan agree
ment. Except insofar as herein specifically modified, all the terms 
and conditions of the loan agreement shall remain applicable. 

TITLE II-TOBACCO 

NATIONAL MARKETING QUOTA 

SECTioN 201. (a) The marketing of tobacco constitutes one of the 
great basic industries of the United States with ramifying a.ctiv
ltles which directly atiect interstate or foreign commerce at every 
point, and stable conditions therein are necessary to the general 
welfare. Tobacco produced for market is sold on a Nation-wide 
market and, with its products, moves almost wholly in interstate 
or foreign commerce from the producer to the ultimate consumer. 
The farmers producing such commodity are subject in their opera
tions to uncontrollable natural causes and are widely scattered 
throughout the Nation; in many cases such fanners carry on their 
farming operations on borrowed money or leased lands and are 
not so situated a.s to be able to organize effectively, as can labor 
and industry, through unions and corporations enjoying Govern
ment protection and sanction. For these reasons, among others, 
the farmers are unable without Federal assistance to control 
effectively the orderly marketing of such commodity with the re
sult that abnormally excessive supplies thereof are produced and 
dumped indiscriminately on the Nation-wide market . 

(b) The disorderly marketing of such abnormally excessive sup
plies affects, burdens, and obstructs interstate or foreign commerce 
by (1) materially affecting the volume of such commodity mar
keted therein, (2) disrupting the orderly marketing of such com
modity therein, (8) reducing the price for such commodity with 
consequent injury and destruction of such commerce in such 
commodity, and (4) causing a disparity between the prices for 
such commodity in such commerce and industrial products therein, 
with a consequent diminution of the volume of interstate or for
eign commerce in industrial products. 

(c) Whenever an abnormally excessive supply of tobacco exists, 
the marketing of such commodity by the producers thereof directly 
and substantially_ affects interstate or foreign commerce in such 
commodity and its products, and the operation of the provisions 
of this title becomes necessary and appropriate in order to promote, 
foster, and maintain a.n orderly fiow of such supply in such 
commerce. 

SEc. 202. (a) Whenever, on the 15th day of November of any 
calendar year, the Secretary finds that the total supply of tobacco 
as of the beginning of the marketing year then current exceeds 
the reserve supply level therefor, the Secretary shall proclaim the 
amount of such total supply, and, beginning on the first day of 
the marketing year next following and continuing throughout 
such year, a national marketing quota shall be in effect for the 
tobacco marketed during such succeeding marketing year. The 
Secretary shall also determine and specify in such proclamation 
the amount of the national marketing quota in terms of the total 
quantity which may be marketed, which will make available for 
marketing during the succeeding marketing year a supply of to
bacco equal to the reserve &npply level. Such proclamation shall 
be made not later than the 1st day of December in such year. 

(b) Within 30 days after the date of the issuance of the procla
mation specified in subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary 
shall conduct a. referendum of farmers who would be subject to 
the national marketing quota for tobacco to determine whether 
such farmers are in favor of or opposed to such quota. If more 
than one-third of the farmers voting in the referendum oppose 
such quota, the Secretary shall, prior to the 1st day of January, 
proclaim the result of the referendum and such quota shall not 
become effective. · 

(c) In connection with the determination and announcement of 
any marketing quota for the 1938-39 marketing year, the deter.: 
mtnation by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section shall be made as of the 15th day of January and pro
claimed not later than the 1st day of February, and the proclama
tion of the Secretary pursuant to subsection (b) of this section 
shall be made prior to the 1st day of March. 
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APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL MARKETING QUOTA 

SEc. 203. (a) The national marketing quota for tobacco estab
llshed pursuant to the provisions of this title shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary among the several States on the basis of the total 
production of tobacco in each State during the 5 calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in which the quota is 
proclaimed (taking into account the base acreages and goals for 
tobacco established under previous agricultural adjustment and 
conservation programs), with such adjustments as are determined 
to be necessary to make correction for abnorm.al conditions of pro
duction for small farms, and for trends in production during such 
5-year period. 

(b) The Secretary shall provide, through local committees of 
farmers, for the allotment of the marketing quota for any State 
(less the amounts to be allotted under subsection (c) of this 
section) among the farmers producing tobacco therein on the 
basis of the following: Past production of tobacco; land, labor, 
and equipment available for the production of tobacco; crop
rotation practices; and the soil and other physical factors affecting 
the production of tobacco: Provided, That except for farms on 
which for the first time in 10 years tobacco is produced to be 
marketed in the marketing year for which the quota is effective, 

• the marketing quota for any farm shall not be less than the 
smaller of either (1) 2,400 pounds or (2) the average tobacco 
production for the farm during the preceding 3 years, not exceed
ing the normal production of the average of the base acreages or 
goals for tobacco established for the farm under agricultural ad
justment and conservation programs during any of such preceding 
3 years. 

(c) The Secretary shall provide, through local committees of 
farmers, for the allotment of not in excess of 3 percent of the 
national marketing quota apportioned to any State to farms in 
such State on which for the first time in 10 years tobacco is pro
duced to be marketed in the year for which the quota is ef
fective on the basis of the following: Land, labor, and equipment 
available for the production of tobacco; crop-rotation practices; 
and the soil and other physical factors affecting the production of 
tobacco: Provided, That farm marketing quotas established pur
suant to this subsection shall not exceed 75 percent of the farm 
marketing, quotas established pursuant to subsection (b) of this 
section for farms which are simllar with respect to the following: 
Land, labor, and equipment available for the production of tobacco; 
crop-rotation practices; and the soli and other physical factors 
affecting the production of tobacco. 

(d) Farm marketing quotas may be transferred only in such 
manner and subject to such conditions as the Secretary may 
prescribe by regulations. 

ADJUSTMENT AND SUSPENSION OF QUOTAS 

SEc. 204. If the Secretary has reason to believe that any na
tional marketing quota for tobacco will not make a normal supply 
of tobacco available for marketing during the marketing year for 
which such quota has been established, he shall cause an im
mediate investigation to be made with respect thereto in the 
course of which due notice and opportunity for public hearing 
shall be given to interested persons. If upon the basis of such 
investigation the Secretary finds the existence of such fact, he 
shall proclaim the same, and upon such proclamation the amount 
of such national marketing quota shall be increased to such 
amount as he shall have determined upon the basis of such 
investigation will make available for marketing during , such 
marketing year a normal supply of tobacco, and shall announce 
such increased marketing quota. The amount of such farm mar
keting quota shall be increased in the same ratio. 

(b) If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a 
national emergency or because of war any national marketing 
quota for tobacco shall be terminated, he shall cause an im
mediate investigat).on to be made to determine whether the 
termination of such quota is necessary in order to effectuate the 
declared policy of this title or to meet an increased demand 
arising from such war or emergency. If, upon the basis of such 
investigation, the Secretary finds that such termination is neces
sary, he shall immediately proclaim such finding, and thereupon 
such quota shall terminate. 

PENALTIES 

SEc. 205. (a) Any person who knowingly acquires from a pro
ducer tobacco marketed by such producer from a farm in excess 
of the marketing quota for such farm shall be subject to a pen
alty of 50 percent of the market price of the tobacco on the date 
of such acquisition, or 3 cents per pound in the case of fiue
cured, Maryland, or burley, or 2 cents per pound in the case of 
all other kinds of tobacco, whichever is the higher. If the 
tobacco is acquired by sale the purchaser may deduct the amount 
of the penalty from the price which would otherwise be paid for 
such tobacco. All penalties shall be remitted to the Secretary 
and shall accrue to the United States. 

(b) All persons, in whatever capacity acting, including pro
ducers, warehousemen, processors of tobacco, and common carriers 
and persons engaged in the business of purchasing tobacco from 
farmers, or of redrying, prizing, or stemming tobacco for farm
ers, shall, from time to time on request of the Secretary, report 
to the Secretary such information and keep such records as the 
Secretary finds to be necessary to enable him to carry out the 
provisions of this title. Such information shall be reported and 
such records shall be kept in accordance with forms which the 
Secretary shall prescr~be. For the purpose of ascertaining the 
correctness of any report made or record kept, or of obtaining 1n-

formation required to be furnished in any report, but not so 
furnished, the Secretary is hereby authorized to examine such 
books, papers, records, accounts, correspondence, contracts. docu
ments, and memoranda as he has reason to believe are relevant 
and are within the control of such person. Any such person 
failing to make any report or keep any records as required by this 
subsection or making any false report or record shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
subject to a fine of not more than $500. 

(c) The several district courts of the United States are hereby 
vested with jurisdiction specifically to enforce the provisions of 
this section. If and when the Secretary shall so request, it shall 
be the duty of the several district attorneys in their respective 
districts, under the direction of the Attorney General, to institute 
proceedings to collect the penalties provided in this section. The 
remedies and penalties provided for herein shall be in addition 
to and not exclusive of any of the remedies or penalties under 
existing law. 

(d) All information reported to or acquired by the Secretary 
pursuant to this section shall be kept confidential by the Depart
ment, except that such information as the Secretary deems rele
vant may be disclosed in a suit or administrative hearing in
volving the administration of this title . 

TrrLE ill-MARKETING QUOTAS FOR RICE 

DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT 

SECTION 301. (a) The marketing of rice constitutes one o! the 
great basic industries of the United States with ramifying activities 
which directly affect interstate or foreign commerce at every 
point, and stable conditions therein are necessary to the general 
welfare. Rice produced for market is sold on a Nation-wide mar
ket, and, with its products, moves almost wholly in interstate 
or foreign commerce from the producer to the ultimate consumer. 
The farmers producing such commodity are subject in their oper
ations to uncontrollable natural causes; in many cases such farm
ers carry on their farming operations un borrowed money or leased 
lands and are not so situated as to be able to organize effectively, 
as can labor and industry, through unions and corporations en
joying Government sanction and protection for joint economic 
action. For these reasons, among others, the farmers are unable 
without Federal assistance to control effectively the orderly mar
keting of such commodity, with the result that abnormally exces-

. sive supplies thereof are produced and dumped indiscriminately 
on the Nation-wide market. 

(b) The disorderly marketing of such abnormally excessive sup
plies affects, burdens, and obstructs interstate or foreign com
merce by (1) materially affecting the volume of such commodity 
marketed therein, (2) disrupting the orderly marketing of such 
commodity therein, (3) reducing the prices for such commodity 
with consequent injury and destruction of such commerce in 
such commodity, and (4) causing a disparity between the prices 
for such commodity in such commerce and industrial products 
therein, with a consequent diminution of the volume of inter
state or foreign commerce in industrial products. 

(c) Whenever an abnormally excessive supply of rice exists, the 
marketing of such commodity by the producers thereof directly 
and substantially affects interstate or foreign commerce in such 
commodity and its products, and the operation of the provisions 
of this title becomes necessary and appropriate in order to promote, 
foster, and maintain an orderly fiow of such supply in such 
commerce. 

SEC. 302. (a) Not later than December 31 of each year the Sec
retary shall ascertain from the latest available statistics of the 
Department of Agriculture and shall proclaim the total amount o1 
rice which will be needed during the next succeeding marketing 
year to meet the requirements of consumers in the United States, 
its Territories, and in CUba if at the time of such announcement 
the Cuban tarit! rate applicable to the first 100,000,000 pounds 
of rice imported into Cuba in any year from the United States 
is at least $1.70 per hundred pounds less than the tarit! rate 
on rice imported into Cuba from countries other than the United 
States. Such amount is hereinafter referred to as the "domestic 
allotment of rice." 

(b) Within 30 days after the enactment of this title the Secre
tary shall ascertain from the latest available statlstlcs of the 
Department of Agriculture and shall proclaim the total amount 
of rice which will be needed during the marketing year com
mencing August 1, 1937, to meet the requirements of consumers 
as provided in subsection (a) . 

(c) The domestic allotments of rice for the marketing years 
commencing August 1, 1937, and August 1, 1938, shall be appor
tioned by the Secretary among the several States in which rice 
is produced on the following basis: First, between California on 
the one hand and all other States on the other hand in propor
tion to the rice base production established for such States under 
the 1937 agricultural conservation program; second, among the 
States other than California in proportion to the average of (1) 
the rice base production established for each State under the 
1937 agricultural conservation program, (2) the average amount 
of rice produced in each State during the 5-year period 1932-36, 
and (3) the amount of rice produced in each State in 1937. The 
domestic allotment of rice for each subsequent marketing year 
shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in which rice is produced in proportion to the larger of ( 1) the 
average amount of rice produced in each State during the 5-year 
period including the calendar year in which such domestic allot
ment is announced, or (2) the domestic allotment made to each 
State for the preceding year. 
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(d) The Secretary shall provide, through local and State com

mittees of farmers, for the allotment of each State apportionment 
among persons producing rice in such State. SUch allotment 
With respect to the marketing years commencing August 1, 1937, 
and August 1, 1938, shall be made on the basis of the average of 
(1), if such a base was established, the rice base production es
tablished for each such person under the 1937 agricultural con
servation program; (2) the average amount of rice produced by 
each such person during .the 5-year period 1932-36, including the 
normal production of any acreage retired or diverted from rice 
production by such person during such years under agricultural 
adjustment and conservation programs; and (3) the amount of 
rice produced by each such person in 1937, including the normal 
production of any acreage diverted from rice production by such 
person during such year under the agricultural conservation pro
.gram. With such adjustments as may be necessary in order that 
the allotment for each person sha.ll be fair and reasonable as com
pared With allotments established for other persons having similar 
conditions with respect to the following: Land, labor, and equip
ment available for the production of rice; crop-rotation practices, 
soil fertlllty, and other physical factors affecting the production of 
rice. Such allotment for subsequent yea:rs shall be made on the 
basis of the larger of (1) the average amount of rice produced by 
each person during the 5-year period upon which State appor
tionments pursuant to subsection (c) are based for such year, or 
(2) the allotment made to such person for the preceding year, with 
such adjustments as may be necessary in order that the allotment 
for each person shall be fair a.nd reasonable as compared with al
lotments established for other persons having similar conditions 
with respect to the following: Land, labor, and equipment avail
able for the production of rice; crop-rotation practices, soil fertility, 
and other physical factors afiectlng the production of rice: Provided., 
That not exceeding 3 percent of each State apportionment shall 

. be available for allotment among persons who, for the first time 
in 5 years, produce rice to be marketed in the marketing year next 
succeeding the marketing year in which such State apportionment 
is made, such allotments to be made upon such basis as the Secre
tary deems fair and just and will apply to all persons to whom 
an apportionment is made under this provision uniformly within 
. the State on the basis or classification adopted. In determining 
the average amount o! rice produced by any person during any 
5-year period there sba.ll be omitted from such computation any 
year in which the amount of rice produced by such person is less 
than 75 percent of the average amount computed by including 
such year, if such deficiency 1n production for such year was due 
to damage caused by storms, salt water, or other uncontrollable 
acts of nature. 

SOIL-CONSERVATION PAYMENTS 

SEc. 303. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, begin
ning with the crop harvested in the calendar year of 1937, and 
with respect to the crop harvested in each calendar year thereafter, 
the Secretary is authorized to make payments from the funds 
appropriated pursuant to section 15 of the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act for the purpose of carrying out the provi
sions of that act, under the conditions set out in subsection (b) of 
this section, to rice producers on the amount of rice allotted to 
them of the domestic allotment of rice last announced by the Sec
retary under section 51. Such soil-conservation payments shall be 
at a rate not to exceed five-tenths of 1 cent per pound of rough 
rice, and shall be made as soon as practicable after compliance with 
the conditions prescribed pursuant to subsection (b) of this sec
tion has been determined. 

(b) The payments provided for by this section shall be made 
only to those producers of rice who, in connection with the pro
duction of the crop of rice with respect to which the payments are 
to be made, have set aside for each acre of rice planted 1 acre of 
land suitable for the production of rice and previously used for 
the production of rice, and have allowed such land to remain idle 
or fallow during the year, or have devoted to the production of 
rice during such year a.n acreage not in excess of the rice-acreage 
allotment established for them pursuant to , the agricultural _con
servation program for such year, and upon such other conditions 
and in such manner as the Secretary determines will carry out 
the policy of this title. 

MARKETING QUOTAS 

SEC. 304. (a) If, at the time of any proclamation made under 
the provisions of section 51 (a) of this title, it shall appear from 
the latest available statistics of the Department that the total 
supply of rice exceeds the normal supply thereof for the current 
marketing year by more than 15 percent of such normal supply, 
the Secretary shall also proclaim that, beginning on the first day 
of the marketing year next following and continuing throughout 
such year, a national marketing quota shall be in effect for market
ings of rice by producers: Provided., That no marketing quota shall 
be in effect for the marketing year commencing August 1, 1938. 
The Secretary shall also ascertain and specify in such proclamation 
the amount of the national marketing quota. in terms of the total 
quantity thereof which may be marketed by producers which shall 
be that amount of rice which the Secretary determines will make 
avallable during such marketing year a normal supply. 

(b) Within 30 days after the date of the isauance of the procla
mation specified in subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary 
shall conduct a referendum of farmers who would be subject to 
the national marketing quota for rice to determine whether such 
!arm.ers are in favor of or opposed to such quota. I! more than 
one-third of· the farmers voting in the referendum oppose such 
quota, the Secretary shall, prior to the 15th day of February, pro-

claim the result of the referendum, and such quota shall not be
come effective. 

(c) The national marketing quota shall be apportioned among 
States and farmers, including new producers, in the manner and 
upon the basis set forth in section 50 for the apportionment of 
the domestic allotment of rice. 

(d) Marketing quotas may be transferred only in such manner 
and subject to such conditions as the Secretary may prescribe by 
regulations. 

(e) If the Secretary has reason to believe that any national mar
keting quota for rice will not make a. normal supply of rice avail
able for marketing during the marketing year for which such quota 
has been established, he shall cause an immediate investigation 
to be made with respect thereto in the course of which due notice 
and opportunity for public hearing shall be given to interested 
persons. If upon the basis of such investigation the Secretary 
finds the existence of such fact, he shall proclaim the same forth
with and shall specify the termination of, or such increase in, the 
national marketing quota as he finds upon the ba.sis of such in
vestigation will make available for marketing during such market
ing year a normal supply of rice. If the national marketing quota 
is increased pursuant to the provisions of this subsection, the 
amount of each producer's marketing quota shall be increased 1n 
the same ratio. 

(f) I! the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a 
national emergency or because of war any national marketing 
quota for rice should be terminated, he shall cause an immediate 
investigation to be made to determine whether the termination of 
such quota is necessary in order to effectuate the declared policy 
o! this title or to meet an increased demand arising from such war 
or emergency. If, upon the basis of such investigation, the Secre
tary 1;inds that such termination is necessary, he shall immediately 
proclaim such finding, and thereupon such quota sba.ll terminate . 

EXCESS MARKETING PENALU 

· SEc. 305. (a) Any person who knowingly acquires from a pro
ducer rice marketed by such producer 1n excess of his marketing 
quota shall be subject to a penalty of five-tenths of 1 cent per 
pound of the excess so marketed. If such rice is acquired by sale, 
·the purchaser may deduct the amount of the penalty from the price 
which otherwise would be paid for such rice. All penalties shall be 
remitted to the Secretary and shall accrue to the United States. 
· (b) The penalties provided for in subsection (a) of this section 

shall be collected and paid in such manner, at such time, and 
under such conditions as the Secretary may by regulations pre
scribe. The penalties provided for under subsection (a) of this 
section shall be collected under the direction of the Secretary and 
shall be covered into the general fund of the Treasury of the 
United States. Any person who knowingly violates any regulation 
made by the Secretary pursuant to this section shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction shall be punished by a fine ot 
not more than $100 for such offense. 

(c) All persons, in whatever capacity acting, Including pro
ducers, warehousemen, processors of rice, and common carriers and 
persons engaged in the business of purchasing rice from farmers 
shall, from time to time on request of the Secretary, report to the 
Secretary such information and keep such records as the Secretary 
finds to be necessary to enable him to carry out the provisions of 
this title. Such information shall be reported and such records 
shall be kept in accordance with forms which the Secretary shall 
prescribe. For the purpose of ascerta1ning the correctness of a.ny 
report made or record kept, or of obtaining information required to 
be furnished in any report, but not so fUrnished, the Secretary ts 
hereby authorized to examine such books, papers, records, accounts, 
correspondence, contracts, documents, and memoranda as he has 
reason to believe are relevant and are within the control of such 
person. Any such person falling to make any report or keep any 
records as required by this subsection or making any false report 
or record shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic
tion thereof shall be subject to a fine of not more than $500. 

'I'lTL!: IV-DEFlNITIONS, FINDINGS, AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

PUBLICATIONS AND REVIEW OF SOIL-DEPLETING BASE ACREAGES, NORMAL 
YIELDS, AND MARKETING QUOTAS 

SECTioN 401. (a) Under regulations of the Secretary, each local 
committee of farmers shall post in the area for public inspection 
a list of the soil-depleting base acreages, normal yields, domestic 
allotments, and farm-marketing quotas, if any, for every !arm 
Within jurisdiction of the committee; and shall file for public 
inspection a certified copy of the list with the recorder of deeds 
or similar county omcial. 

(b) Under regulations of the Secretary, any farmer dissatisfied 
with the determination of any soil-depleting base acreage, normal 
yield, domestic allotment, or marketing quota for his farm may, 
within 15 days after the posting for public inspection of such 
determination as hereinbefore provided, have the determination 
reviewed by a review committee whose membership shall be com
posed of farmers but shall not include any members of the com
mittee of farmers making the determination. Unless application 
for such review is made within such period. the determination 
of the local committee of farmers shall be final. 

(c) Under regulations of the Secretary any farmer dissatisfied 
with the determination of the review committee may, Within such 
reasonable time and 1n such manner as the Secretary sha.ll pre
scribe, file with a reviewing omcer to be designated by the Secre
tary a written petition alleging that the determination made by 
the review committee was not in accordance with law, regula
tions, or fact and praying for the mod1fication thereof; and the 
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petitioner shall thereupon be afforded an opportunity for full hear
ing on the petition at a place of hearing within the county in which 
the petitioner's farm is located. After such hearing the reviewing 
officer shall make a report in writing stating his findings and con
clusions, and an order confirming or modifying the determination 
of the review committee of farmers. A copy of the report and 
order shall be served c.in the petitioner by sending the same to 
him by registered mail. 

(d) The petitioner _may, within 15 days after receipt of a copy 
of such report and order, file a bill in equity against the Secretary 
as defendant, in the United States district court for the district 
in which the land in question is located, for the purpose of obtain
ing a review of such order. The bill of complaint in such a 
proceeding may be served by delivering a copy thereof to the Sec
retary or to any person within the district in which suit is 
brought who may have been authorized by the Secretary to accept 
service of such a bill, and thereupon the reviewing officer shall 
certify and file in the court a transcript of the record upon which 
the determination complained of was entered. The review by the 
court shall be limited to questions of law, and findings of fact 
by the reviewing officer when supported by substantial evidence 
shall be conclusive. No objection to the order of the Secretary 
shall be considered by the court unless such objection shall have 
been urged in the hearing before the reviewing officer, or unless 
there were reasonable grounds for failure so to do. If application 
is made to the court for leave to adduce additional evidence, and 
it is shown to the satisfaction of the court that such additional 
evidence is material and that there were reasonable grounds for 
failure to adduce such evidence in the hearing before the review
ing officer, the court may order such additional evidence to be 
taken before the reviewing officer in such manner and upon such 
terms and conditions as to the court may seem proper. The 
reviewing officer may modify his findings and conclusions -and his 
order by reason of the additional evidence so taken, and he shall 
file with the court such modified or new findings, conclusions, 
or order, which findings, if supported by substantial evidence, 
shall be conclusive. At the earliest convenient time the court 
shall hear and determine the case upon the original record of the 
hearing before the reviewing officer, or upon such record as supple
mented by further hearing before him pursuant to an order of the 
court, and the court shall affirm the reviewing officer's order, or the 
order as modified by him, if the court determines that the same is 
in accordance with law. If the court determines that such order 
or modified order is not in accordance with law, it shall remand 
the proceeding to the reviewing officer with direction either to 
make such order as the court shall determine to be in accordance 
with law or to take such further proceedings as in its opinion the 
law requires. 

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the jurisdiction 
conferred by this section to review the legal validity of a determi
nation made by a reviewing officer pursuant to this title shall be 
exclusive. No court of the United States or of any State shall 
have jurisdiction to pass upon the legal validity of any such deter
mination except in a proceeding under this section. The com
mencement of judicial proceedings under this section shall not, 
unless specifically ordered by the court, operate as a stay of the 
reviewing officer's order. 

(f) In the event of an increase with respect to any agricultural 
commodity of any depletion base acreage or marketing quota for 
any farm as a result of the review of the determination thereof 
under this section, then all other depletion base acreages or mar
keting quotas, respectively, for farms in the same local adminis
trative area shall be reduced pro rata in accordance with regulations 
of the Secretary, if such action is necessary to prevent a substantial 
increase of marketing quotas in the local administrative area. 

SEc. 402. DEFINITIONs.-(a) For the purpose of this act-
1. The Secretary is authorized after due notice and opportunity 

for public hearing to interested parties to treat as a separate 
major agricultural commodity any market classification, type, or 
grade of any cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, or rice if he finds such 
treatment necessary in order adequately to effectuate the policy 
of this Act with respect to such market classification, type, or 
grade. 

2. "Parity", as applied to prices for cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, 
or rice, shall be that price for the commodity as will give to the 
commodity a purchasing power with respect to articles that 
farmers buy equivalent to the purchasing power of such com
modity in the period from August 1909 to July 1914, or, in case of 
tobacco, August 1919 to July 1929, and which will also reflect 
current interest payments per acre on farm indebtedness secured 
by real estate and tax payments per acre on farm real estate, as 
contrasted with such interest payments and tax payments during 
the applicable base period. 

3. The term "crop failure" means complete or partial failure to 
produce the normal yield of an agricultural commodity upon a 
farm by reason of abnormal weather conditions, insect pests, plant 
diseases, or any other natural cause beyond the control of the 
farmer. 

4. "Normal year's domestic consumption" shall be the yearly 
average quantity of the commodity produced in the United States 
that was consumed in the United States during the preceding 10 
marketing years, adjusted for current trends in such consumption. 

5. "Normal year's exports" shall be the yearly average quantity 
of the commodity produced in the United States that was exported 
from the United States during the preceding 10 years, adjusted 
for current trends in such exports. 

· 6. The term "marketing year" means, for cotton and rice, the 
period from August 1 of one year to July 31 of the succeeding year; 
for wheat and flue-cured tobacco, the period from July 1 of one year 
to June 30 of the succeeding year; for all other types of tobacco 
and for corn, the period from October 1 of one year to September 
30 of the succeeding year: Provided, however, That cotton pro
duced in any year and marketed prior to August 1 of the same 
year shall be deemed to have been marketed during the marketing 
year commencing August 1 of such year. 

7. "Total supply" of any agricultural commodity for any market
ing year shall be the carry-over at the beginning of such marketing 
year plus the estimated production thereof in the United States 
during the calendar year in which such, marketing year begins, 
except that the estimated production of type 46 tobacco during 
the marketing year with respect to which the determination is 
being made shall be used in lieu of the estimated production of 
such type during the calendar year in which such marketing year 
begins in determining the total supply of cigar-filler and cigar
binder tobacco. 
. 8. The normal supply for the following agricultural commodities 
shall be-

Rice, a normal year's domestic consumption and exports plus 10 
percent thereof as an allowance for a normal carry-over; 

Tobacco, a normal year's domestic consumption and exports plus 
175 percent of a normal year's domestic consumption and 65 per
cent of a normal year's exports as an allowance for a normal carry
over. 

9. "Carry-over" in the case of tobacco and rice for any marketing 
year shall be the quantity thereof on hand in the United States 
at the beginning of such marketing year which was produced in 
the United States prior to the beginning of the calendar year then 
current, except that in the case of cigar-filler and cigar-binder 
tobacco the quantity of type 46 tobacco on hand and therefore 
produced in the United States during such calendar year shall also 
be included. 

10. (a) The "normal yield" per acre, for wheat and corn for any 
farm shall be the average yield per acre for the commodity thereon 
during the preceding 10 years, adjusted for weather conditions, or 
if there is no actual yield or the data therefor are not available 
for any year, then an appraised yield to be determined by the 
Secretary. 

(b) "Normal yield" per acre of cotton for any county shall be 
the weighted average yield of cotton produced therein during the 
5 years immediately preceding the year in which such normal 
yield is used in any computation authorized in this act, provided, 
that if for any year of such 5-year period the yield of cotton 
produced therein is one-third less than the normal yield so com
puted, the normal yield of cotton shall be the weighted average of 
yields of cotton produced therein during the remaining years in 
such 5-year period. In determining normal yield in the case of 
cotton for the year 1938 there shall be included the estimated 
yields for the crop year 1937-38. 

11. "Reserve supply level" shall be the normal supply plus a per
centage of a normal supply adequate to insure a sufficient quantity 
to meet domestic consumption and export needs in years of 
drought, flood, or other adverse conditions, as well as in years of 
plenty. In the case of tobacco such percentage shall be 5 percent. 
In the case of rice, 10 percent. 

12. "Tobacco" means each of the kinds of tobacco listed below, 
comprising the types specified as classified in Service and Regula
tory Announcement No. 118, of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics of the Department of Agriculture: 

Flue-cured tobacco, comprising types 11, 12, 13, and 14; 
Fire-cured tobacco, comprising types 21, 22, 23, and 24; 
Dark air-cured tobacco, comprising types 35, 36, and 37; 
Burley tobacco, comprising type 31; 
Maryland tobacco, comprising type 32; and 
Cigar-filler and cigar-binder tobacco, comprising types 41, 42, 

43, 44, 45, 46, 51, 52, 53, 54, and 55. 
The provisions of this Act shall apply to such kinds of tobacco 

severally. . 
13. "Com" means field corn. 
14. The term "interstate or foreign commerce" means sale, mar

keting, trade, and traffic between any State or Territory or the 
District of Columbia or Puerto Rico, and any place outside 
thereof; or between points within the same State or Territory 
or within the District of Columbia or Puerto Rico, through any 
place outside thereof. 

15. The term "affect interstate or foreign commerce" means 
among other things, in such commerce, to burden or obstruct 
such commerce or the free and orderly flow thereof; or to create 
or tend to create a surplus of any major agricultural commodity 
which burdens or obstructs such commerce or the free and 
orderly flow thereof. 

16. The term "United States" means the several States and 
Territories and the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. 

17. The term "State" includes a Territory and the District of 
Columbia and Puerto Rico. 

18. The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Agriculture, 
and the term "Department" means the Department of Agricul-
ture. · 

19. The term "for market" in the case of wheat and corn 
means for disposition by sale, barter, exchange, or gift, or by 
feeding (in any form) to poultry or livestock which, or the 
products of which, are to be sold, bartered, exchanged, or given 
away; and the terms "marketed" or "to market" mean to dis-
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pose of 1n any such manner. SUch-terms shall not include con
sumption on the farm. 

20. The term "person" means an individual, partnership, firm,. 
joint-stock company, corporation, association, trust estate, or any 
agency of the State. 

21. The term "tilled land" means the acreage devoted to soil
depleting row crops and all other soil-depleting feed crops the 
previous year. 

22. The yields and production for the crop year 1937-38 shall 
be included in any determinations of yields or production made 
for 1938. 

23. The term "for market" in the case of cotton and tobacco 
means for disposition by sale, barter, exchange, or gift; in the 
case of rice, for disposition in any of such ways for use in human 
consumption. 

24. "Marketing" means disposing of by sale, barter, exchange, 
or gift and in the case of rice, disposing of rice in any such ways 
tor use in hum~n consumption. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 403. (a) UtWzation of local agencies: (1) The Secretary 
shall designate local adm1n1strative areas as units for the admin
Istration of programs carried out pursuant to this title, the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, and such other agri
cultural laws as he may specify. Farmers having farms lying 
within any such local administrative area, and participating or co
operating in programs administered within such area, shall elect 
annually from among their number a local committee for such 
area. The chairmen of all such local committees within any 
county shall constitute a county committee for the county which 
shall elect from its members an administrative committee of 
three. The county agricultural agent shall be a member, ex 
omcio, of the county committee and of the administrative com
mittee. There shall be a State committee for each State com
posed of the State director of agricultural extension, ex otncio, and 
of four farmers resident within the State to be appointed by the 
Secretary. Before appointing any appointive member of a State 
committee the Secretary shall consult with, and give considera
tion to such recommendations as are made by, the State director 
of agricultural extension and authorized representatives of leading 
state-wide farm organizations within the State. The Secretary 
shall make such regulations as are necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this subsection, including regulations to carry out 
the functions of the respective committees and for the administra
tion within any State, through the State, county, and local com
mittees within such State, of such programs. No payments shall 
be made to a member of any State, county, or local committee of 
any State for compensation or otherwise except solely for services 
performed or expenses incurred in administering such programs 
within such State. 

(~) The Secretary is authorized and directed to make payments 
to State, county, and local committees of farmers hereinbefore 
authorized, to cover the estimated administrative expenses in
curred or to be incurred by them in cooperating in carrytng out 
the provisions of this act. Such estimated administrative expenses 
of any such committee may be deducted pro rata from the Soil 
Conservation Act payments, parity payments, or surplus reserve 
loans unless payment of such expenses is otherwise provided by 
law. The Secretary in the administration of this act shall ac
cord such recognition and encouragement to producer-owned and 
producer-controlled cooperative associations as will be in harmony 
with the policy toward cooperative associations set forth in exist
ing acts of Congress and as will tend to promote emcient methods 
of marketing and distribution. 

(b) Proclamation of parity and farm prices and total supply: 
The Secretary shall, on the 1st day of each month (or on the 
ensuing business day if said 1st day is a holiday in the District 
of Columbia or a Sunday) ascertain and proclaim the parity 
price and the current average farm price for each agricultural 
commodity. The Secretary shall, within 45 days after the be
ginning of the marketing year for each agricultural commodity, 
ascertain and proclaim the current average farm price for the 
commodity during the preceding marketing year, to be weighted 
in accordance with the quantity of the commodity marketed. 
Within such 45-day period the Secretary shall also ascertain and 
proclaim the total supply of such commodity as of the beginning 
of the marketing year. 

(c) Ava.ilable statistics: The latest available statistics of the 
Department shall be used by the Secretary in ascertaining the 
"total supply," "normal year's domestic consumption," "normal 
year's exports," "parity" as applied to prices and income, and 
"current average farm price." 

(d) Finality of farmers' payments and loans: The facts con
stituting the basis for any soil-conservation act payment, parity 
payment, or surplus-reserve loan, or the amount thereof, when 
omcially determined in conformity with the applicable regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture or by the Cor
poration shall be final and conclusive and shall not be :reviewable 
by any other officer or agency of the Government. 

(e) Benefits available to Members of Congress: The provisions 
of sections 3741 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 41, sec. 22) 
and sections 114 and 115 of the Criminal Code of the United 
states (U. 8. C., title 18, sees. 204 and 205) shall not be ap
plicable to contracts or payments made under this act. 

PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

SEC. 404. The Secretary 1s authorized and directed-
( a) Except as otherwise may be provided in this act to pro

vide for the execution by the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis-

tratton of such of the powers conferred upon him. by this act as 
he deems may be appropriately exercised by such Administration; 
and for such purposes and for the purposes of the Surplus Re
serve Loan Corporation, the provisions of section 10 (a) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended and reenacted by the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1937, shall be applicable to the 
employment and compensation of such officers and employees. 

(b) To make such expenditures as he deems necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this act, including personal services and 
rents in the District of . Columbia and elsewhere, traveling ex
penses (including the purchase, maintenance, and repair of pas
senger-carrying vehicles), supplies and equipment, law books, books 
of reference, directories, periodicals, and newspapers. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 405. (a) Beginning with the fiscal year commencing July 
1, 1938, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, for each 
fiscal year for the administration of this act and for the making 
of Soil Conservation Act payments and payments under this act 
such sums as are necessary. There is hereby made available for 
parity payments with respect to cotton, wheat, and field corn 
under this act for any year commencing on or after July 1, 1938, 
65 percent of all sums appropriated for the purposes of sec
tions 7 to 17 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act, as amended, for such year. 

(b) For the administration of this act during the :ftscal year 
ending June 30, 1938, there is hereby authorized to be made avail
able from the funds appropriated for such 1iscal year for carrying 
out the purposes of sections 7 to 17 of the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, a sum not to exceed 
$10,000,000. 

(c) All funds for carrytng out the provisions of this act shall 
be available for allotment to bureaus and omces of the Depart
ment, and for· transfer tQ such other agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment or to such State agencies as the Secretary may request to 
cooperate or assist in carrying out the provisions of this act. 

(d) The Secretary shall determine the character and necessity 
for expenditures under this act; the Soil Conservation and Do
mestic Allotment Act, as amended; and the Sugar Act of 1937• 
the manner in which they shall be incurred and allowed, the per: 
sons to whom payments shall be made including the persons en
titled to receive the payments 1n the event of the death incom
petency, or disappearance of the persons who otherwise wo~d have 
been entitled to receive the payments, and shall also prescribe 
voucher for~ and the forms in support thereof, without regard 
to the provlSlOns of any other laws governing the expenditure of 
public funds, and such determinations and forms shall be final 
and conclusive upon all other oftlcers of the Government. 

(e) The Secretary shall at all times maintain complete and 
accurate books of account. The financial transactions pursuant 
to the provisions of this act shall be audited at least once each 
year by the General Accounting Otncer for the sole purpose of 
making a report to Congress, together with such recommendations 
as the Comptroller General of the United States may deem advis
able: Provided, That such reports shall not be made until the 
Secretary shall have had reasonable opportunity to examine the 
exceptions and criticisms of the Comptroller General or the Gen
e~l Accounting Otnce, to point out errors therein, explain or 
apswer the same, and to file a statement which shall be submitted 
by ·the Comptroller· General with his report. 

(!) Notwithstanding any other provision of this act, if the 
aggregate payments payable under title I of this act for any mar
keting year are estimated by the Secretary to exceed the sum 
appropriated for such payments !or such year, all such payments 
shall be reduced pro rata that the estimated aggregate amount 
of such payments shall not exceed the funds available for such 
payments. 

(g) Payments under this act may be made, subject to the 
consent of the farmer, in the form of the commodity with respect 
to which the payment is made, 1n such amounts as the Secretary 
determines are equivalent to money payments at the rates deter
mined pursuant to the provisions of schedule A of this title. 

(h) No payment shall be made with respect to any farm pur
suant to the provisions of this act and of sections 7 to 17 of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, with 
respect to cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, and rice, unless, where the 
area of crop land on the farm permits, and it is otherwise feasible, 
practicable, and sUitable, in a.ccordance with regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary, there is grown on such farm an acreage 
of food and feed crops suftlctent to meet home consumption 
requirements. 

(1) All cotton of the 1937 crop warehoused in the calendar year 
1937 and held as security for a loan from the Federal Govern
ment shall, pursuant to regulations of the Secretary, upon the 
request of any borrower, be reclassified, restapled, and reweighed 
by a licensed Government classer without expense to such 
borrower. 

(J) The first sentence of the Third Deficiency Appropriation 
Act, fiscal year 1937, under the subhead "Price Adjustment Pay
ment to Cotton Producers" is amended to read as follows: 

"Notwithstanding any other provisions of section 32 of Public 
Law Numbered 320, Seventy-fourth Congress, as amended, 
$65,000,000 of the funds available under said section 32 in each 
of the fiscal years 1938 and 1939 shall be available until expended 
for price-adjustment payments to cotton producers, upon such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary of Agriculture may deter
mine, With respect to the 1937 cotton crop. Cotton which on 
July 1, 1938, is under a 1937 Commodity Credit Corporation loan 
and which, had it been sold prior to that date, would wnder the 
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regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture be eligible 
for payment, shall be treated as if sold on July 1, ·1938, but there 
shall be deducted from the cotton price adjustment payment in 
respect thereof, and paid to the lending agency, the unpaid 
carrying charges under such loan due June 30, 1938. Payment 
shall be made only upon application filed prior to October 1, 
1938." 

LONG-STAPLED COTTON 

SEC. 406. The provisions of this act shall not apply with respect 
to cotton having a. staple of 1~ inches in length or longer. 

SEPARABILITY 

SEc. 407. If any provisions of this a.ct, or the application thereof 
to any person or circumstance, is held invalid, the validity of the 
remainder of the act and the application of such provision to other 
persons or circumstances, and the provisions of the Soil Conserva
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, shall not be affected 
thereby. 

TITLE V--8URPLUS RESERVE LoAN CORPORATION 

ESTABLISHMENT 

SECTioN 501. For the purpose af making and administering sur
plus reserve loans hereinafter authorized, there is hereby established 
as an agency of and within the Department a corporation to be 
known as the "Surplus Reserve Loan Corporation." The principal 
office of the Corporation shall be located in the District of Colum
bia, but there may be established agencies or branch offices else
where in the United States under regulations prescribed by the 
board of directors (hereinafter referred to as the "board"). The 
management of the Corporation shall be vested in the board sub
ject to the general supervision of the Secretary. The board shall 
consist of three pers~ns employed in the Department who shall be 
appointed by and hold office at the pleasure of the Secretary. 
Vacancies in the board, so long as there .shall be two members in 
office, shall not impair the powers of the board to execute the 
functions of the Corporation, and two of the members in office 
shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of the business of 
the board. The directors shall receive no additional compensation 
tor their services as directors of the Corporation but may be 
allowed necessary traveling and subsistence expenses in accordance 
with the laws and regulations governing traveling and subsistence 
expenses for governmental employees generally engaged in the 
business of the Corporation outside of the District of Columbia. 
The board, subject to the approval of the Secretary, shall select a 
manager, who shall be the executive officer of the Corporation 
with such power and authority as may be conferred upon him by 
.the board. The board shall have the power to adopt such bylaws, 
rules, and regulations, and amendments thereto, as it deems neces
sary for the conduct of the business of the Corporation. The 
board shall define the authority and duties of the officers and 
employees of the Corporation, delegate to them such of the powers 
vested in the Corporation as it may determine, and require bonds . 
of such of them as it may designate, and fix the penalties and pay 
the premiums of such bonds. 

· LOANS ON COMMODITIES 

SEc. 502. (a) The Corporation is directed to make available to 
farmers who cooperate with the conservation program under the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, loans (herein 
referred to- as surplus reserve loans) on cotton, wheat, com, to
bacco, and rice, and may make available to such farmers loans on 
all other agricultural commodities. Loans made pursuant to this 
subsection shall be made on the security solely of stocks of the 
commodity insured and stored under seal. The amount, terms, 
and conditions of 'such loans shall be fixed by the Corporation, 
taking into account the maintenance of foreign outlets for the 
·commodity and the effect of prospective production of . the com
modity on the value of the stock of the commodity held or to be 
acquired as security for the loan. . 

(b) For the purposes of this act any agricultural commodity 
shall be deemed to be stored by the farmer under seal only 1! 
stored in such warehouses or other storage facilities, whether on 
or off the farm, as conform to requirements of such regulations as 
the Secretary shall prescribe in order more effectively to admin
ister this act. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, if the 
farmers producing tobacco or rice indicate by vote in the referen
dum carried out pursuant to the provisions of this act that mar
keting quotas with respect to such commodity are opposed by 
more than one-third of such farmers, loans shall not be available 
thereafter with respect to the commodity during the period from 
the date on which the results of ·the referendum are proclaimed 
by the Secretary until the beginning of the second succeeding 
marketing year. 

SEc. 503. Whenever the current average farm price for cotton, 
wheat, com, tobacco, or rice, as proclaimed monthly by the Sec
retary hereunder, exceeds the parity price so proclaimed for the 
commodity, the Secretary shall, to the extent necessary to stabilize 
at parity such current average farm price for the commodity-

!. Call loans secured by the commodity; 
2. Release stocks of the commodity held under marketing-quota 

restrictions; 
3. Dispose of stocks of the commodity acquired by the Corpora

tion in connection with loans. 
Stocks of tobacco and rice acquired by the Corporation is con
nection with surplus-reserve loans shall, 1! the current average 
!arm price does not exceed the parity price therefor, be . disposed 
of only for human-relief, export, or surplus-rese~ve purposes. 

POWERS OP CORPORATION 

SEC. 504. The Corporation shall have succession until dissolved 
by Act of Congress and shall have power (a) to sue and be sued 
in any State or Federal court of competent ·jurisdiction; (b) to 
adopt .and use a corporate seal, which shall be judicially noticed; 
(c) to make contracts; and (d) to acquire, hold, and dispose of 
real and personal property necessary and incident to the conduct 
ef its business. . The Corporation shall have such other powers 
as may be necessary and incident to the conduct of its powers 
and duties under this Act. The Corporation shall be entitled to 
the free .use of the United States mails in the same manner as 
the other executive agencies of the Government. The Corporation, 
with the consent of any board, commission, independent estab
lishment, or executive department of the Government may avail 
itself of the use of information, services, faqilities, offices, agents, 
and employees thereof in carrying out its functions under this 
Act. 

SEc. 505. The Corporation shall have a capital stock of ~100,-
000,000, subscribed by tlie United States of America, which sum is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated. Such subscriptions shall, 
with the approval of the Secretary, be subject to call, in whole 
or in part, by the board. Receipts for payments by the United 
States of America for or on account of such stock shall be issued 
by the Corporation to the Secretary of the Treasury and shall be 
evidence of the stock ownership of the United States of America. 

ISSUANCE 'oF OBLIGATIONS 

SEc. 506. (a) The Corporation is authorized and empowered to 
issue and have outstanding at any one time Its notes, debentures, or 
o~her such obligations in a par amount aggregating not more than 
five times the amount received by the Corporation in payment 
of its capital stock; such obligations to mature not more than two 
years from their respective dates of issue, to be redeemable at the 
option of the Corporation before maturity in such manner as may 
be stipulated In such obligations, and to bear such rate or rates of 
interest as may be determined by the Corporation. The notes, de.: 
bentures, and other such obligations of the Corporation may be 
secured by assets of the Corporation in such manner as shall be 
prescribed by the board and may be offered for sale by the Cor
poration at such price or prices as the board shall determine. 
The said obligations shall be fully and unconditionally guaranteed 
both as to interest and principal by the United States and such 
guaranty shall be expressed on. the face thereof. In the event that 
.the Corporation shall be unable to pay upon demand when due the 
principal of or interest on notes, debentures, and other such obli
gation issued by it, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay the 

·amount thereof, which is hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
and thereupon to the extent of the amount so paid the Secretary 
of the Treasury shall succeed to all the rights of the holders of 
such notes, debentures, or other obligations. The Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized and directed, whenever in the judgment 
.of the board additional funds are required for purposes of making 
loans, to purchase any obligations of the Corporation to be issued 
hereunder, and for such purpose the Secretary of the Treasury 
is authorized to use as a public-debt transaction the proceeds of 
the sale of any securities hereafter issued under sections 752-754 
and 757 of title 31 of the United States Code, and the purposes 
for which securities may be issued under said sections are ex
tended to include such purchases. The Secretary of the Treasury 
may at any time sell any of the obligations of the Corporation 
acquired by him under this subsection. All redemptions, pur
chases, and sales by the Secretary of the Treasury of the obliga
tions of the Corporation shall be treated as public-debt trans
actions of the United States. 

(b) In order that the corporation may be supplied with such 
forms of notes, debentures, or other such obligations as may be 
needed for issuance under this section, the Secretary of the Treas
ury is authorized to prepare such forms as shall be suitable and 
approved by the Corporation to be held by the Treasury, subject 
to delivery upon order of the Corporation. The engraved plates, dies, 
bed pieces, and other material executed in connection therewith 
shall remain in the custody of the Secretary of the 'D"easury. The 
Corporation shall reimburse the Secretary of the Treasury for any 

·expenses incurred in the preparation, custody, and delivery o! such 
notes, debentures, or other obligations. 

DESIGNATED FLSCAL AGENCY 

SEC. 507. When designated for that purpose by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, the Corporation shall be a depository of public money 
and shall act as a financial agent of the Government, and, when 
acting as such, shall perform such reasonable duties as a depository 
of public .money and as a financial agent of the Government as may 
be required of it by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS AND EXEMPTION FROM TAXATION 

SEC. 508. (a) The board shall determine the character and neces
sity for its expenditures under this act, other than administrative 
expenditures, and the manner in which they shall be incurred, al
lowed, and paid without regard to the provisions of any other 
laws governing the expenditure of public funds, and such deter
mination shall be final and conclusive upon all officers of the 
Government. The Corporation shall at all times maintain com-

. plete and accurate books of account and shall file annually with 
the Secretary a complete report as to the business of the Corpora
tion. The financial transactions of the Corporation shall be 
audited by the General Accounting Office at least once each year. 

(b) All notes, debentures, or other such obligations issued by 
the Corporation shall be exempt both as to principal and interest 
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from all taxation (except estate and inheritance taxes) now or 
hereafter imposed by the United States; ·by any Territory, de
pendency, or possession thereof; or by any State, county, muniel
pality, or local taxing authority. The Corporation, its property 
including its franchise, capital, reserves, and surplus; and its in
come shall be exempt from all taxation now or hereafter imposed 
by the United States; by any Territory, dependency, or possession 
thereof; or by any State, county, municipality. or local taxing 
·authority, except that any real property . of the Corporation shall 
be subject to State, Territorial, county, municipal, or local taxation 
to the same extent according to its value as other real property 
is taxed. 

PENAL PROVISIONS 
SEc. 509. (a) Whoever, for the purpose of obtaining any loan 

from the Corporation, or any extension or renewal thereof, or 
the acceptance, release, or substitution of security therefor, or 
for the purpose of infiuencing in any way the action of the Cor
poration under this act, m~kes any statement knowing it to be 
false, or willfully overvalues any security, shall be P.unished by a 
fine of not more than $1,000 or by · imprisonment for not more 
than 1 year, or both. 

(b) Whoever, being connected in any capacity with the Cor
poration, ( 1) embezzles, abstracts, purloins, or willfully misap
plies any moneys, funds, securities, or other things of value, 
whether belonging to the Corporation or pledged or otherwise en
trusted to the Corporation; or (2) with intent to defraud the 
Corporation, or any other body, politic or corporate, or any indi
vidual, or to receive any officer, auditor, or · examiner of the Cor
poration, makes any false entry in any book, report, or statement 
of or to the Corporation or draws any order, or issues, puts forth, 
or assigns any note or other obligation, warehouse receipt, or other 
security; or (3), with intent to defraud the Corporation, partici
pates or shares in or receives, directly or indirectly, any money, 
profit, property, or benefit through any transaction, loan, con
tract, or any other act of the Corporation, shall be punished by 
a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment for not more 
than 1 year, or both. 

(c) Whoever knowingly, with intent to defraud the Corporation, 
shall conceal, remove, dispose of, or convert to his own use or to that 
of another any property pledged to or held by the Corporation as 
security for any obligation shall be punished by a fine of not more 
than $1,000 or ·by imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or both. 

(d) Whoever (1) falsely makes, forges, or counterfeits any obli
gation or coupon in imitation of or purporting to be an obligation 
or coupon issued by the Corporation; or (2) passes, utters, or pub
lishes or attempts to pass, utt~, or publish any false, forged, or 
counterfeited obligation or- coupon purporting to have been issued 
by the Corporation, knowing the same to be false, forged, or 
counterfeited; or (3) ·falsely alters any obligation or coupon issUed, 
or purporting to have been issued, by the Corporation; or (4) . 
passes, utters, or publishes or attempts to pass, utter, or publish 
as true any falsely altered or spurious obligation or coupon issued, 
or purporting to have been issued, by the Corporation, knowing 
the same to be falsely altered or spurious, -shall be punished by a 
fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment for not more 
than 1 year, or both. 

TITLE VI-AMENDMENTS TO SOIL CONSERVATION AND DOMESTIC 
ALLOTMENT ACT 

SECTION 601. {a) Section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, is amended by striking out 
"Subject to the limitations provided-in subsection (a) of this sec
tion, the Secretary shall have the power to carry out the purposes 
specified in clauses (1), (2), (3), and (4) of section 7 (a) by mak
ing", and inserting in lieu thereof "In order to carry out the pur
poses specified· in section 7 (a) the Secretary shall have the power 
tom~~ .. 
. (b) Section 8 (b) of such act, as amended, is amended by strik
ing out the expression "or ( 4) " after the expression "required for 
'domestic consumption", and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(4) their equitable share. a.s determined by the Secretary of the 
national production of any commodity or commodities required for 
domestic consumption and exportS adjusted to reflect the extent 
to which their utilization of cropland on the farm conforms to 
farming practices which the Secretary determines will best effec
tuate the purposes specified in section 7 (2) or (5) ." 

(c) Section 8 (b) of such act, as amended, is amended by insert
ing after the expression "during the year with respect to which such 
payment is made" and before the expression "in carrying out the 
provisions ·of this section", the following: · · · . 

"In determining the amount of any payment or grant measured 
by (4), the Secretary shall take into consideration and give equal 
weight to ( 1) the national acreage required to be devoted to the 
crop or group of crops or to the practices designated by the Secre
tary for such farm pursuant to subsection (c) in order to provide 
adequately for domestic consumption and exports of any one . or 
more agricultural cozp.modities and ~ effectuate the purposes speci: 
fied in section 7 (a), and the value of the production of such com
modity or group of commodities on eucll national ·acreage on tb.e 
basis of average values for the 10 years immediately preceding the 
year in whic;:h such payment is d,etermined, and (2) the. national 
average acreage devoted to the production of such commodity or 
commodities or to such practices during su~h lO~year period . irl 
excess of the national acreage required for such purposes and the 
value of production from such excess acreage. on the basis of average 
values during the 10 years immediately preceding the year in: which 
such payment is determined." 

LXXXII--40 

. (d) Section 8 (b) of such act, as. amended: is amended by strtk
ing_ out the sentence "In carrying out the provisions of this section, 
the Secretary shall not have power to enter into any contract bind
ipg . upon. any producer or to acquire any land or any right- or 
·interest therein" and by inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"In carrying out the provisions of this section, the Secretary shall 
have the power to enter into contracts with producers, but shall not 
have the power to acquire any land or any right or interest therein." 

(e) Section 8 (c). of such act, as amended, is amended by striking 
out "specified in clauses (1), (2), (3), or (4) ." 

TITLE VII--CoTToN PooL PARTICIPATION TRusT CERTIFICATES 
SECTION 701. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, from 

any moneys in the Treasury of the United States not otherwise ap
propriated, the sum of $1,800,000, or so much thereof as ~n:ay be 
.required by the Secretary to accomplish the purposes hereinafter 
declared and authorized. The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay to, or upon the order of, the Secre
tary, such a part or all of the sum hereby appropriated at the 
request of the Secretary. . 

SEc. 702. The Secretary is hereby authorized to draw from the 
Treasury of · the United States any part or all of the sum hereby 
appropriated, and to deposit same to his credit with the Treasurer 
of the United States, under special symbol number, to be available 
for disbursement for the purposes hereinafter stated. 
· SEc. 703. The · Secretary is hereby authorized to make available, 
from the sum hereby appropriated, to the manager, cotton pool, 
such sum or sums as may· be necessary to enable the manager to 
purchase, take up, and cancel, subject to the restrictions herein
after reserved, pool participation trust certificates, form C-51, where 
such certificates shall be tendered to the manager, cotton pool, by 
the person or persons shown by the records of the Department ·to 
have been the lawful -holder and owner thereof on February 1. 
1937, the purchase price to be paid for the certificates so purchased 
to be at the rate of $1 per 500-pound bale for every bale or frac
tional part thereof .represented by the certificates C-51. The Sec
.retary is further authOrized to pay directly, or to advance to the 
manager, cotton pool, to enable him to pay costs and expenses 
incident to the purchase of certificates as aforesaid, and any bal
ance remaining to the credit of the Secretary or the manager, 
.cotton pool, not required for the purchase of these certificates in 
accordance with the provisions of this act shall, at the expiration 
of the purchase period, be covered into the Treasury of the United 
States as miscellaneous receipts. · 
· SEc. 704. The authority of the manager, cotton pool, to purchase 
and pay for certificates hereunder shall extend to and include the 
31st day of January 1938: Provided, That after expiration of the 
said limit the purchase may be consummated of any certificates 
tendered to the manager, cotton pool, on or before January 1, 1938, 
but where for. any reason the purchase price shall not have been 
paid by the manager, cotton pool. The Secretary is authorized to 
promulgate such rules, regulations, and requirements as in his dis
cretion are proper to effectuate the general purposes of this title, 
which purpose is here stated to be specifically to authorize the 
purchase of outstanding pool participation trust certificates, form 
C-51, for a purchase price to be determined at the rate of $1 per 
bale or twenty_ one-hundredths ·cent per pound, for the cotton 
evidenced by the said certificates, provided such certificates be ten
dered by holders thereof in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary not later than the 31st day of ;January 1938, and 
provided such certificates may not be purchased from persons other 
than those shown by the records of the Department to have been 
holders thereof on or before the 1st day of May 1937. 

SEc. 705. ·The Secretary is authorized. to continue in existence the 
1933 cotton producers' pool so long as may be required to effectuate 
the purposes pf this title. All expense incident to the ·accomplish
ment of purposes of this title may be paid from funds hereby 
appropriated, for which purpose the fund hereby appropriated 
shall be deemed as supplemental to such funds as are now to the 
credit of the Secretary, reserved for the purpose of defraying 
operating expenses of the pool. 

SEc. 706. The authorization contained in this title for the pur
chase of outstanding participation trust certificates, C-51, is not 
intended as recognizing or establishing any right or claim in the 
holders thereof against the United States, or any obligation on the 
part of the United States to purcha.se these certificates, but is in 
the nature of a gratuitous action on the part of the United States 
to accomplish the distribution of a surplus resu~ting from ~otton 
operations, amongst those persons, or their assignees, who have 
come to be the bona fide h<Jlders and owners of these certificates 
and who, as such certificate holders, came to believe that they 
were entitled to a distribution of all net proceeds derived from 
marketing of the cotton involved in the transaction. After expi
ration of the time limit herein established, the· certificates then 
remaining outstanding and not theretofore tendered to the man
ager, cott9n pool, for purchase, shall not be purchased and no 
obligation on account thereof shall exist. 

Amend the title so as to read: "A -bill providing for parity and 
crop insurance payments· with respect to cotton, wheat, and corn; 
providing an adequate and balanced flow of certain agricultural 
commodities in interstate and foreign commerce, and for otha
purposes." 

Mr: McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. LEE. I yield. 
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Mr. McNARY. I enjoyed very much the remarks of the · 

able Senator from Oklahoma. They were very edifying and 
extremely interesting. 

I think the Senator stated in the first part of his argu
ment that his amendment referred only to three agricul
tural commodities--cotton, com, and wheat. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEE. That is correct. 
Mr. McNARY. But in very hastily looking over the Sen

ator's amendment-it just reached my desk at noon today
! find that there seems to be some treatment of tobacco 
and rice in his bill, though the first part of his bill seems 
to be limited to wheat, cotton, and corn. 

Mr. LEE. It was my intention, and I believe the Senator 
will find that it is so worked out, to amend the committee 
bill so far as wheat and cotton are concerned, but not to 
attempt to amend it so far as tobacco and rice are con
cerned; otherwise to leave it, as applied to those commodi
ties, as it was proposed by the committee. 

Mr. McNARY. Is the Senator's amendment in the nature 
of a complete substitute for the so-called Pope-McGill bill? 

Mr. LEE. Yes. 
Mr. McNARY. Then the Senator does treat in his bill of 

rice and tobacco, but in the same fashion in which they are 
treated in the bill which is now before us for consideration, 
as reported from the committee? 

Mr. LEE. That is correctly stated; yes. 
Mr. McNARY. That the Senator did not make clear to 

me. Perhaps others may have understood it, but I did not. 
The Senator stated that he treated of crop insurance. 

That provision is found on page 4, in section 3. No refer
ence is made in the bill before the Senate to crop insurance, 
and I think properly so, because last year we passed a crop
insurance bill which was introduced by the able Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. PoPEl. 

For many, many years I have felt a great interest in that 
subject. I thought it one of the most complete methods of 
relief to the farmer that had been offered. Indeed, in 1922 
I introduced the first resolution covering the subject, and . 
held exhaustive hearings on it, and had passed through the 
Senate two bills on the subject. I did not lose interest in 
the problem, but lost faith in my ability to secure legislation 
on the subject when I could not get it through the House. 
The matter was later taken up by the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. PoPEl in a very able way. 

The Senator from Oklahoma stated that crop-insurance 
is not in the bill before the Senate, but it is in the Senator's 
substitute bill. Do I correctly understand that if the farmer 
should suffer a loss of his crop, money must be appropriated 
to pay him the full sum of that loss? 

Mr. LEE. Up to half the amount allotted to him for his 
production. 

Mr. McNARY. Is that one-half of the crop he produces, 
or one-half of the allotment based ·upon the soil-depleting 
base acreage? 

Mr. LEE. One-half of the allotment based upon pounds 
and bushels, not upon acreage. 

Mr. McNARY. Is there any premium required to be paid 
by the farmer who shares in the benefit of this insurance? 

Mr. LEE. Nothing more than his compliance with the soil
conservation program. 

Mr. McNARY. The money is extracted from the Treasury 
without any compensation being paid by the fal"iner who 
suffers the loss of his crop? 

Mr. LEE. That is correct. 
Mr. McNARY. Has the Senator made any estimate of the 

cost this would entail to the Treasury, based upon the nat
ural average hazards that befall farmers during a period of 
years? 

Mr. LEE. I did not understand the first part of the Sen
ator's question. 

Mr. McNARY. The Senator must know that the premium 
for insurance, whether it be crop insurance, or marine in
surance, or fire insurance, or burglary insurance, or any 
other kind of insurance, is based on hazards the insured may 
suffer over a period of years. 

Mr. LEE. Yes. · 

Mr. McNARY. The Senator in this proposaf has provided 
for an insurance of 50 percent of the crop. Has he made 
an estimate from the experience over a period of years that 
might be considered as a conservative period, as to the prob
able loss that would come from the natural hazards the 
farmer would encounter during that period of time? 

Mr. LEE. I have not. I assumed the committee would 
bring in a bill with something like this provision in it, so 
it was only after the committee bill was printed that I 
undertook to write the substitute. It was not entirely new 
ground, but I did not have time to get the information neces .. 
sary. Crop failure is defined toward the end of the sub
stitute. 

Mr. McNARY. At what page? 
Mr. LEE. Page 29. It provides: 
The term "crop failure" means complete or partial failure to 

produce the normal yield of an agricultural commodity upon a 
1arm by reason of abnormal weather conditions, insect pests, 
plant dJsea.ses, or any other natural cause beyond the control of 
the farmer. 

It occurred to me that it would not cost any more to give 
to the farmer half of his allotted crop in case of total failure, 
the Government to make up to half of it, than it would cost 
us to appropriate year after year for drought relief, and flood 
relief, and grasshopper relief, and army-worm and boll
weevil relief. This would be a more practical and more 
systematic way of reaching that problem instead of setting 
up a~other organization to spend relief money. 

Mr. McNARY. The cause is deserving. One is always 
exercised by the failure of the farmer to produce his crop 
after it has been sowed and cultivated. I was curious to 
know whether the Senator had made any estimate of the 
cost. 

Mr. LEE. Knowing the great knowledge of the Senator, 
and his past interest in this field, and also that of the 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. Pope), who has made a fine study 
of the subject, I should be happy to consider any amendment 
designed to improve the proposal. I make no claim that it 
is water-tight, so to speak, considering the short time I 
have had to prepare it. The main thing today toward which 
I direct my energy is the policy of the general domestic allot
ment, and I shall be very generous in accepting any im
proving amendments. 

Mr. McNARY. I have no criticism to offer. I know the 
rush with which the Senator has framed the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. Where may I find in the 
substitute the provision as to graduated payments? I like 
that idea. 

Mr. LEE. It is on page 5, section 4. 
Mr. McNARY. I understood the Senator to say that the 

philosophy back of that, upon which it is bottomed, is that 
the large farmer. the corporation farmer, the man who has 
many acres, would not share equally with one who has a 
few acres, that the purpose of the substitute is to help the 
man with the small or moderate-sized farm, or what we 
call the "family farm." That is the idea, is it not? 

Mr. LEE. That is correct. 
Mr. McNARY. I think that is a very commendable pro

vision. 
Mr. LEE. Does not the Senator agree that such gradua

tion or such scaling downward cannot be effected in a bill 
which ha.s for its purpose acreage control? 

Mr. McNARY. I find myself in complete accord with the 
statement of the able Senator in that regard. Will not the 
Senator again give me the reference to the place in the bill 
where the graduated payment provision may be found? 

Mr. LEE. It appears on page 5, beginning about line 19. 
Mr. McNARY. I will not take the time to read it now, but 

I shall make a reference to it, and will thoroughly enjoy 
reading it this evening. The Senator stated that the key
stone of the substitute is not crop control. 

Mr. LEE. The purpose of the substitute is not crop con
trol, so far as it applies to wheat and cotton and corn. Its 
purpose is to help the farmer, to give him a bounty, to give 
him a soU-conservation program, and give him a natural 
ever-normal granary by virtue of his receiVing a Govern-
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ment check, or payment, or bounty, which will enable him 
to store the commodity on his farm. 

Mr. McNARY. Does the Senator refer to it as an ever
normal granary, or is it a plan to encourage a sufficient 
storage of wheat by the producer so that in time of drought, 
or where crop conditions are not favorable, it may be avail
able for consumption? 

Mr. LEE. That is an accurate statement; I do not refer 
to it as an ever-normal granary. 

Mr. McNARY. Is an effort made in the substitute to dis
courage production or decrease acreage of any of the crops? 

Mr. LEE. The substitute will not, in my opinion, en
courage production as much as if there were no regulation 
at all. Let me illustrate how I think it will work. Before 
there was any control the farmer was faced, when cotton 
went down to 5 cents a pound, with the necessity of in
creasing his production in order to make up for its reduced 
value. He had certain fixed obligations he had to meet, like 
taxes and interest. Therefore he increased his production, : 
because he had to. Under the proposed program, .by virtue 
of the fact that for a part of his commodity, his share of 
the domestic market, he will receive a good price, a parity 
price, it will be unnecessary for him to so increase his pro
duction in order to meet his fixed obligations, and thus, 
while it will not necessarily control him, the tendency will 
be toward that end. The farmer knows how many pounds 
there are in a bale of cotton. We understand that a f·armer 
is not going to put in any more 5-cent cotton than he has 
to, so when it goes down to such a low figure, if he is 
getting an income on parity for a part of it, he is going to 
take that opportunity to diversify, to put in other crops, 
raise his food and feed first. 

Mr. McNARY. Is the parity to which the Senator re
fers measured in the same fashion as the parity price is 
measured in the bill under consideration? 

Mr. LEE. Yes; it was my intention to keep that the same. 
The payment is the difference between the current farm 
price and parity, as determined by the Secretary of Agri
culture. 

Mr. McNARY. Speaking of cotton, is it proposed in the 
substitute bill to pay the parity price on the whole pro
duction on a given acreage, or how is that arranged? 

Mr. LEE. No; simply on the amount allotted to each 
farmer as his fair share of the domestic allotment. 

Mr. McNARY. Who makes that allotment-the Secretary 
of Agriculture? 

Mr. LEE. Yes. I have followed very much the commit
tee bill in making the provision for such allotments. I made 
the provision a little more elastic, giving the Secretary a 
little more discretion, which would allow for allotments 
based not entirely on past production. 

Mr. McNARY. Is provision made in the substitute to cal
culate upon a soil-depleting base acreage? In other words, 
is it provided in the bill, f~ example, that 45,000,000 acres 
might be called the maximum upon which cotton may be 
produced, and then that acreage shall be allotted propor
tionately among cotton States? 

Mr. LEE. The previous average production over 10 years 
is taken, making allowance for drought, floods, and so forth, 
and each State is given its previous average production, 
considering the variances resulting from drought, floods, and 
so forth, and then in tum considering the production for 
each county. I have used the same language as that used 
in the committee bill with reference to the local committee 
in each county. One term used in the substitute bill is 
"wheat, cotton, and corn productivity" of the land to be 
considered. That provision is made in case some man has 
not been raising cotton. If we base conditions too severely 
on former production, we shall prevent farmers from rotat
ing crops. 

Mr. McNARY. Then, I judge from the Senator's state
ment, that the basis is somewhat more elastic than the one 
in the bill before us. 

Mr. LEE. Yes. 
Mr. McNARY.- Does the Senator, in his proposed substi

tute, in any way attempt to curtail the surplus, or bring the 

production to a point where it is equal to the domestic 
requirements, or does he offer subsidies for the export of 
surplus? 

Mr. LEE. I do not attempt to control production at all. 
Nature controls the production; and, as I said in the begin
ning, I am fully convinced that if we work more on the end 
of increasing buying power we shall find that we can buy 
almost all we produce in this country, and that if we do not 
artificially raise the prices of those commodities they will 
find a more ready market in foreign countries. Nature has 
her own way of controlling production. We have seen . 4 
years of drought just closed in Oklahoma, and it makes one . 
think twice before he enters into an agreement for limiting 
production for the future. 

Mr. McNARY. I was told by a very eminent authority in 
the Department of Agriculture that the prediction for this 
year was for a 1,000,000,000-bushel crop of wheat. Under the 
Senator's plan, what would a 1,000,000,000-bushel crop of 
wheat cost the Government? 

Mr. LEE. Does the Senator mean for the domestic 
allotment? 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; under the provisions of the Senator's 
bill. 

Mr. LEE. That would not be the consumption. The 
amount to be consumed is the only part on which the allot
ment would be paid. 

Mr. McNARY. What does the Senator consider con
sumption? 

Mr. LEE. I understood the Senator to ask what the cost 
would be. According to the estimates of the Department of 
Agriculture, the cost would be $140,000,000. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. POPE. I was interested in the Senator's last state

ment. What current price did the Senator use in arriving 
at the figure of $140,000,000? 

Mr. LEE. The Department of Agriculture furnished me 
the figures. They stated that parity on wheat as of last 
month was $1.17 plus. I do not call to mind the figure they
gave me as to the current price; but since the figures were 
their figures, and they were not particularly interested in 
the matter either way, I take it that they gave me a fair 
statement. 

Mr. POPE. I hold in my hand a statement prepared by 
the Department of Agriculture on that point. Using the 
October 15 prices as a basis, as compared with parity, cotton 
at 9.5 cents a pound would require $318,000,000; wheat at 
57.6 cents per bushel would require $374,000,000; and corn 
at 40.4 cents a bushel would require $939,000,000, making a 
total of $1,631,000,000 figured on those prices. Those cal
culations were made by the Department of Agriculture and 
handed to me. 

Mr. LEE. I have a list calculated by the Department of 
Agriculture, and given me since I started on this matter 
about 3 days ago. The figure given me on wheat was that 
it would cost $140,000,000 and cotton $260,000,000. 

Mr. POPE. Evidently they were figuring as of the price 
on a different date than the present time, then, because· I 
have here the figures on that point. 

I wish to ask the Senator another question. Under his 
substitute, would all the cotton farmers and all the corn 
farmers and all the wheat farmers be paid exactly alike? 

Mr. LEE. How does the Senator mean? 
Mr. POPE. I mean, would they be given these varied 

payments on the basis provided in the Senator's substitute 
bill? 

Mr. LEE. Yes. 
Mr. POPE. All of them, whether they complied with the 

soil-conservation program or not? 
Mr. LEE. No; it is provided that they must comply with 

the soil-conservation program. 
Mr. POPE. Then since, in order to comply with the soil

conservation program, certain requirements must be met, 
certain acreages diverted, certain soil-conservation plans fol
lowed, the Senator's payment would be not on the full 
amount of the domestic consumption, but on that portion 
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of the domestic consumption in which the cooperators par
ticipated. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEE. I do not follow the Senator. Let me state it 
in my own way and perhaps the Senator can point out 
better what he means. Under my plan a man's 1illotment of 
wheat is X number of bushels. On that X number of 
bushels he would receive a bounty that would bring him up 
to parity. 

Mr. POPE. If he cooperates in ·the soil-conservation 
program? 

Mi'. LEE. Yes. The same is true of com and cotton. 
If his conservation payment should be larger than his parity 
payment, he would take only the larger. He would not 
receive both payments under the substitute bill. 

Mr. POPE. Suppose that no more money should be avail
able for the making of the parity payments and soil-conserva
tion payments next year than is available this year; no 
processing taxes have been levied; no additional funds have 
been made available. Would the Senator then say that 
under the provisions of his bill the cooperators would receive 
in parity payments any more than they now receive in soil
conservation payments? 

Mr. LEE. I would not be able to say. There is no use 
beating around the bush about it. The farmer is going to get 
just what we appropriate. As between the committee bill and 
my substitute bill, no matter which one is passed, he will get 
just what we appropriate. What would the Senator's bill do 
in a case like that which he outlined? 
· Mr. POPE. It would do exactly the Sa.me as the substitute, 

but with this addition: Believing as we do that control of 
surplus is advisable, we would have the opportunity to bring 
up the commodity price so as constantly to reduce the neces
sary parity payment. But under the Senator's bill, with no 
restrictions upon the accumulation of surpluses, no control of 
production or market or anything else, would not the tendency 
be for the price constantly to go down and thereby con
stantly to increase the amount the Government would have 
to pay under his bill, whereas the tendency under the com
mittee bill would be constantly to reduce the necessary parity 
payments by the Government because the current price would 
tend constantly to go up with control in better operation? 

Mr. LEE. The Senator has correctly stated it, except it 
would not necessarily follow that prices go down, and it 
would not necessarily follow that production would be greatly 
increased. The Senator is right back where we started. It is 
a question whether we are going to put the burden on the 
consumer, who is less able to pay, or levY taxes in accordance 
with one's ability to pay. 

Mr. POPE. Under the Senator's substitute if we carry on 
the soil-conservation program and only cooperators under 
that program can receive the parity payments, and if the 
parity payments will not exceed soil-conservation payments 
for the next year or two-because ·we will not have the 
money to do so-then what possible advantage could there be 
in the Senator's bill? We now have a soil-conservation pro
gram. We are making soil-conservation payments to the 
extent of about $500,000,000. If no more money should be 
available for the payments to the cooperators in the form 
of parity payments, then those payments will not be any 
greater than they are now. There are no control features 
involved, so what possible value could there be in the Sen
ator's substitute? 

Mr. LEE. The main value is elimination of the objection
able control features, and then the total volume of the 
farmers' income would be greater because they would have 
more to sell. Another advantage under the terms of my 
bill would be taking the money off the top, off the big pay
ments to the corporations that we cannot graduate, and 
giving it to the small fellow. Another advantage would be 
that its cost of operation would be less, and more of the 
grease would get to where the squeak is. 

Mr. POPE. The effect of the Senator's bill-and I think 
he is correct about it-would be to reduce the payments to 
the large cooperators under the Soil Conservation Act. Then 
why not amend the Soil Conservation Act and modify those 

payments? I can see the point involved and I have a great 
deal of sympathy with it, although I have great doubt as to 
whether we could obtain cooperation in the soil-conservation 
program if we should do that. However, I have sympathy 
with the Senator's purpose. Why not amend the Soil Con
servation Act and accomplish that purpose, since his substi
tute bill could not possibly accomplish any other purpose, as 
I see it, because it does not control production nor provide 
payments under the name of parity payments, and the soil
conservation program would be carried on just as it is now. 

Mr. LEE. Does not the Senator favor giving the farmer 
benefits? 

Mr. POPE. Certainly. That is the purpose of our bill. 
Mr. LEE. Does not the Senator agree that in order to do

that we will have to appropriate money? 
Mr. POPE. Yes. 
Mr. LEE. Then the Senator's bill is just like mine, in 

that if we do not appropriate we are both in the same fix. 
If we do appropriate, then more of what we appropriate 
will go to the farmer under my bill than under the com
mittee bill. 

Mr. POPE. But the committee bill provides for control 
of production and for control of marketing, which I am 
convinced will have a tendency to bring up prices con
stantly. Price control, or control which would reduce any 
price increase, I think is by far the most important feature 
of any farm bill. My desire is to get to the point where 
there would be no necessity for benefit payments to the 
farmer at all. The only way to get there is to increase 
his price to a point where he will not need such payments. 

Mr. LEE. Does the Senator remember when the price 
of beef and pork went so high that the consumers quit 
buying, and then the price went down · again? Does not 
the Senator know when we raise generally the price level 
that condition naturally follows? 

Mr. POPE. Exactly so. 
Mr. LEE. And we are going to place an indirect tax on 

what the consumers have to buy. 
Mr. POPE. By bringing the price up to parity, no com

sumer -would have a just ground of complaint. 
Mr. LEE. Does not the Senator believe that parity would 

then raise the cost of what the farmer bas to buy? 
Mr. POPE. I do not think so. 
Mr. LEE. Why not? All those things are so generally 

interconnected that it necessarily follows that the general 
price level goes up. We raise the price of corn, and that 
increases the price of beef and cattle, and that raises the 
level of pork and sheep, and wool, and labor. and everything 
else. Then the parity payment would go climbing on up 
and we would have to raise the other prices to catch it 
again. 

Mr. POPE. There is some force in the Senator's state
ment; but if we have some antitrust laws and some other 
regulation, that would be the place to apply them to keep 
at a reasonable level the prices of the things the farmer 
has to buy. 

Mr. LEE. Does not the Senator believe that the tariff is 
a discrimination against the . farmer in favor of the manu
facturer? 

Mr. POPE. Certainly. 
Mr. LEE. Does the Senator believe we can offset that 

benefit without either repealing that tariff or giving the 
farmer an equivalent advantage? 

Mr. POPE. I think that is very true. 
Mr. LEE. Does the Senator's bill propose to give the 

farmer an offsetting benefit without appropriating money, 
and giving it to him by the mere machinery of raising the 
price artificially? Does not the Senator believe that when 
we raise the price of cotton the prices of manufactured goods 
will go up and the manufacturer still will have the ad
vantage that he previously bad? We have not overcome that 
advantage, and we will not unless we appropriate money to 
make up the difference. · 

Mr. POPE. I think there is great force in the Senator's 
statement about the spiraling of prices; but s9me of the com-
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modities, wheat and corn, for instance, have gone to parity. 
it may be true that the price of flour and bread has corre
spondingly increased, but it seems to me that is the only 
method of now helping the farmer. I do not think the 
farmer should be placed in the position where permanently 
he must receive benefits from the United States Treasury. 
I think it is far more important to work on the theory of 
making his price level comparable to the price level of the 
commodities he buys, so as not to put him in the position of 
accepting a dole or charity. I think no farmer desires to 
receive these benefits if he can only receive a fair profit. 

Mr. LEE. That is true, but does not the Senator realize 
that when we raise the farmer's price we raise the price of 
manufactured goods, and then the farmer has not any ad
vantage? His price level will have been moved up, and so 
will the manufacturer's, and we will not have done anything 
but make a futile gesture. 

Mr. POPE. I think the Senator makes that entirely too 
strong. I am satisfied the com farmers and the wheat 
farmers and even the hog farmers are much better off. It 
is true the prices of those commodities have been increased 
to the consumer to some extent, but at the same time I 
think it justifies our efforts to increase the prices of farm 
commodities even though we may have to contend with the 
other problem of increasing the cost to the consumer. The 
farmer being a consumer must ·be subject to the higher 
prices. Whenever the farmer, as in 1909 to 1914, has re
ceived a fair price, compared with the manufactured 
products, he has gotten along very well, but when his price 
has gone down disastrously low-even though the prices of 
the things he buys have gone down, they never go down as 
low as his prices do-he has been in great distress, losing 
his farm and being unable to make a living. I have noticed 
that follows. 

Mr. LEE. I certainly do not want farm prices to go down. 
My bill is not intended to bring that about directly. My bill 
is intended to let the law of supply and demand operate. 
I am not advocating low farm prices; but, on the other hand, 
I am not advocating trying to pay the farmer an artificially 
stimulated price that will raise all prices alike, while he 
will not have any more advantage than he had before. 

Mr. POPE. I should agree with the Senator, except that 
I do not thi.nk an increase of farm prices in this way would 
have the effect the Senator expects of correspondingly in
creasing the prices of the things the farmer buys. 

Mr. LEE. So far, no argument has been given to show 
differently; and I will yield a few minutes to the Senator if 
he will show how it will work otherwise. 

Mr. POPE. Of course, the parity price constantly reflects 
the price to which the farmer is entitled. Ever since the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act went into effect the Depart
ment of Agriculture has been figuring the parity price. The 
parity price has not varied very much from that time until 
this; and yet during that time the farmer has had the paiity 
price, and even above the parity price, for com and wheat, 
and perhaps for other commodities, such as beef and hogs. 
The parity price, which shows the relationship between 
manufactured commodities and the farmer's commodities, 
has not varied very much since the original Agricultural 
Adjustment Act went into effect, which shows that while 
there is some increase in the price of manufactured com
modities, there is not by any means a corresponding in
crease. Otherwise, the parity price, which has constantly 
been figured, would have gone up two or three times higher 
than it was, we will say, in 1934, when the act went into 
effect. 

Mr. LEE. No; the trouble with the Senator's argument 
there is that he assumes that the prices of manufactured 
articles went down when the prices of farm articles went 
down. They did not. A cultivator cost nearly as much as 
before. The International Harvester Co. was able to hold 
the price of a mowing maclllne right up around where it 
was, and many of the things the farmer had to buy never 
did go down; so when the farm price went down, and then 
was brought back up, there was not a corresponding rise in 

the case of other commodities, because their prices were 
already up. 

Mr. POPE. I wonder if the Senator can answer my ques
tion, as he promised to do a while ago, as to what effect he 
thinks huge unsalable surpluses have upon the price of 
commodities. 

Mr. LEE. First, they have the advantage of an export 
trade. More of them are sold in export, in foreign trade. 
I never did follow a bale of cotton to see where it went. I 
understood the farmers had cotton stored on farms, some 
of them in their sheds. I saw cotton out on the farms; I 
saw it in warehouses; but I do not undertake to shoulder 
the task of taking care of the surplus. Nature will take 
care of that. The following year we had pretty bad drought 
and boll weevil, and the surplus takes care of itself. 

I have admitted all along that a surplus over a period 
of years will have a depressing effect upon the market. 

·Unquestionably that is so, but I was refuting the argument 
that it is the sole factor in raising the price. It is a con
tributing factor, surely; I will admit that; but with the 
price going down there are certain compensations. We 
should have ·to appropriate more money for parity pay
ments, it is true, but at the same time we should sell more 
cotton abroad; and every time we sell a bale of cotton 
abroad, if we get only $20 for the bale of cotton, the Nation 
as a · whole is $20 more wealthy, and we have gotten rid of 
the cotton, and that increase in wealth is felt throughout the 
whole country, whereas if we do not get that export trade 
we are $20 less wealthy than we would have been if we had 
gotten it. 

Mr. POPE. I may say to the Senator that of course the 
matter of demand is all important; but assuming a fairly 
constant demand and a rather constant export volume and 
a constant consumption in this country, the volume, under 
that assumption, is all important. 

I happen to have on the wall in my office a chart showing 
the facts with reference to the production of hogs and 
cattle. It shows that as the volume increases year after 
year, the price decreases just as steadily over a period of 
15 years as can be. The same thing would be true, assum
ing a constancy of demand, in the case of all other com
modities--corn, cotton, wheat, and so forth. 

Mr. LEE. But does not the Senator think that assump
tion is false in the beginning? The assumption of a con
stant demand and a constant supply of course is a great 
assumption. Part of our demand is abroad. They have a 
drought, and they make a greater demand on our products. 
They have a bumper crop, and the demand is less. So when 
the Senator assumes a constant demand, I showed the Sena
tor that the demand is not always the same. When prices 
went so low that the consumer could not buy, the demand 
fell off, and I can show him that the consumption of pork 
and beef fell off, and the Senator knows it. 

So if the Senator starts out on an assumption that is 
false in the beginning, he cannot bUild a very substantial 
argument on it. I do not agree with the assumption. 

Mr. POPE. Let me say to the Senator that one cannot 
determine the exact demand; but, as stated by Secretary 
Wallace in his speech at Topeka the other day, the domestic 
consumption of wheat over a long period of years has 
approximated 550,000,000 bushels. In that connection he 
made the statement that the national stomach for wheat 
does not grow; and the same thing is very largely true of 
corn, although the amount of consumption of corn depends 
upon the number of hogs and vice versa. But the effective 
demand for a number of years has been fairly constant, 
because the exports have been about the same and the 
domestic consumption has been about the same. 

With reference to potatoes, for instance, a number of 
years ago I checked up the national consumption of pota
toes; and the Senator would be surprised to find how uniform 
it has been from year to year, notwithstanding low prices 
and high prices. The thing that affected potato prices, by 
reason of the fairly . constant demand, was that with a 
bumper crop one year the price would go down to 10, 20, or 
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30 cents a hundred, and the next year, with a shorter yield, 
the price of the amount that was consumed would go up to 
a dollar or a dollar and a half. 

I invite the Senator's attention to an examination of the 
charts, which show the effect of production on the potato 
market. I think the Senator has overlooked a study of the 
effect of volume on the price when the demand does remain 
fairly constant. 

Mr. LEE. The Senator asks what would happen in the 
case of a surplus. Here is one thing that would happen. 
This would be one result: 

In the home State of the Senator from Kansas-! should 
like the Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGILL] to listen to 
this-there is a Chemical Foundation company at Atchison, 
Kans. Its plant has a capacity of 10,000 gallons a day of 
fuel alcohol. It has a capacity of operation of from four to 
five thousand bushels of grain and from 16 to 20 carloads of 
potatoes, artichokes, and so forth. It will consume approxi
mately $750,000 worth of raw material a year and give 
employment to from 10,000 to 25,000 acres of land and give 
employment to a number of persons, both on the farm and 
in the factory. It can do that, for instance, if the price of 
wheat is 60 cents; but above that it is not so profitable. In 
the case of kafircom and other grain and sorghums it can 
operate profitably at 56 cents. With a big crop such as the 
Senator has in mind other uses would be developed, and 
when our oil wells and oil fields are going dry, certainly we 
ought to be considering some other way of producing fuel. 
This is a high-explosive fuel. It sells at 22~ cents a gallon 
at those prices of grain, and the factory can pay a good 
price for potatoes, too. 

When the price goes up, the thing that happens is what 
happened in Germany. Synthetic substitutes are brought 
in to take the place of the commodity; and so we cannot 
increase and broaden our market when we are artificially 
stimulating the price. But when the surplus that the Sena-· 
tor so much fears comes, other uses will come to these com
modities that we can use afterward, and thus broaden our 
market; and I rather think the Senator's statement that 
consumption does not increase, and that the stomach does 
not get larger, is a mistake, because it does get larger when 
people are able to buy. 

Mr. POPE. In the Secretary's speech at Topeka, he com
mented on that, and pointed out the reason why the wheat 
stomach had not gotten larger. It was, he said, because 
other foods are used instead of wheat, but he did assert 
that the wheat stomach was not getting larger. 

Let me call the attention of the Senator to a matter we 
found in connection with the hearings. We found that in 
Kansas, and the same would be true in Oklahoma and in 
Texas, the price was driven down below the cost of produc
tion by the production of all the oil the wells would yield. 
So that in Kansas there was first an attempt to control the 
volume of oil produced by voluntary agreement. It was found 
that there were some chiselers who would not cooperate in a 
voluntary agreement. Then a law was passed requiring a 
limitation of the production of oil. Not only that, but a 
compact was entered into with other States, and I presume 
that in the Senator's own State of Oklahoma such a law is 
in effect, limiting the amount of oil that can be produced. 
So a balanced production of oil is brought about at a fair 
price to the producer. and perhaps not an unfair price to 
the consumer. 

Mr. LEE. Does the Senator think it is fair to compare 
the oil producer with the farmer, who cannot regulate his 
production, whereas the production of an oil well can be 
cut down, and only a few oil operators are required to get 
together to do that, as compared with many farmers. Does 
the Senator think that is a fair comparison? 

Mr. POPE. Of course, it would not work with the same 
degree of accuracy, but the same principle would apply. If 
we were to follow the Senator's argument, that the farmers 
should produce all they possibly can, and that the surpluses, 
while of some importance, are not very important in the 

price structure, then we might say that the oil men should 
produce all they can. Assuming a demand for oil such as 
exists in this country, not entirely constant, but fairly con
stant, with that sort of a fairly constant demand, the volume 
of oil produced does affect the price, as indicated by the oil 
legislation. So to that extent, so far as the object is con
cerned, assuming it would not be exactly applicable so far as 
the principle of the effect of these surpluses upon price is 
concerned, it seems to me it is a fair analogy. 

Mr. LEE. Of course, I admit that all has a contributing 
influence, but I believe we pay too dearly for it in our for
eign market, and in the higher cost of living on the part 
of those least able to pay, and in the obnoxious-control 
feature. 

I appreciate the timely interest of the Senator in the 
substitute, and his contribution to the discuSsion. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Oklahoma permit me to ask a question of the Senator from 
Idaho? 

Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. Did the Senator speak about control 

of the production of oil? 
Mr. POPE. Yes; I made reference to the matter of the 

control of the production of oil. 
Mr. COPELAND. That control is by State compact, is it 

not? · 
Mr. POPE. By State compact, and State laws carrying 

out the compact. 
Mr. COPELAND. Why would not exactly the same sys

tem be successful in relation to corn and wheat and cotton? 
Mr. POPE. As pointed out by the Senator from Okla

homa, I think there are some differences because of sea
sonal conditions, and the fact that the soil produces one 
year better than another. I think there are some differences 
in the facts. But the same principle which I was urging 
a few minutes ago applies, that is, that a tremendous volume 
dumped onto the market brings down the price of the com
modity. That applies in the case of oil, as well as to an 
overproduction of any other commodity. 

What is the difference between corn grown on the land, 
wheat grown on the land, or cotton grown on the land, and 
oil, which comes out of the land? They are all natural 
products, and the same principle of extraordinary surpluses 
would apply to any one of them. I think history confirms 
that. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I do not at all dispute 
that the two problems are alike, that they run along parallel 
lines; but the question I asked was, if State compacts have 
been successful in the control of surplus oil, why would not 
State compacts be successful in the control of the produc
tion of wheat or cotton? 

Mr. LEE. I will answer the Senator. 
Mr. POPE. I think the Senator from Oklahoma himself 

can well answer that. 
Mr. LEE. That would not be very effective, because a 

few of the States which did not enter into the compact could 
sell. The same is true as to cotton. We are trying to hold 
our foreign market with no control over the world market at 
all, merely by control here. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator from Okla
homa yield? 

Mr. LEE. I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. McGILL. Is not this also true, with reference to the 

difference in the situation of agricultural producers and 
those who produce petroleum, that there is a smaller number 
of persons engaged in the production of petroleum? 

Mr. LEE. That is the point I made, that it could be con
trolled more easily. 

Mr. McGILL. And that the production does not cover as 
wide an area in the country. 

Mr. LEE. That is true. 
Mr. McGILL. A large number of farmers, covering the 

entire coWltry, present a Vel'i different situation. so far as 
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any cooperative program is concerned. Then, .too, the state 
compacts, as I have understood, were not legal until they were 
authorized by act of Congress. . 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I am going to let my good friend 
the Senator from Kansas have the last word, because I have 
been trying to conclude my remarks. I wish to challenge 
the good Senators who have sponsored this bill to submit to a 
vote of the farmers the question of whether they would want 
the substitute as ·proposed, the domestic allotment plan, or 
they would want a control bill such as is pending. 

Mr. McGILL rose. · 
Mr. LEE. Just a moment. There are s~veral referendums 

provided for, but they are like the cotton referendum. They 
do not say, "Would you like to have the Bankhead bill or the 
domestic allotment plan, or some other plan," but they say, 
"Would you rather have this or no help at all?" That is 
the way the referendums are worded. So I challenge ·the 
Senators to submit to the farmers the question as to which 
plan they would prefer. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, does the Senator think we 
should have that referendum before any legislation is en
acted in behalf of agriculture? 

Mr. LEE. No; I just made that statement, in passing, to 
emphasize the idea that I believe the farmers would choose 
the plan provided in my substitute if they had a choice. · 

Mr. President, I shall ask for a roll call on the amend
ment. I will be guided by the wishes of the leader or others 
as to whether they want the vote now or at a future time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state that 
under the unanimous-consent agreement committee amend
ments are to be first considered, and therefore the substi
tute of the Senator from Oklahoma would not be in order 
until the committee amendments had been disposed of. , 

Mr. LEE. Will my amendment be in order following the 
disposition of the committee amendments? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the rule, amenq
ments offered for the purpose of perfecting the bill are first 
in order. When the amendments at!ecting the bill hav:e 
been disposed of, then a substitute for the entire bill as 
perfected will be in order . . So the Senator will have to 
wait until specUic amendments are disposed of. Then his 
substitute for the bill, as amended, will be in order. 

Mr. LEE. Will my substitute bill then come up auto
matically, or will it be necessary for me to present it again? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be necessary for 
the Senator to present it again. When the Chair asks if 
there are any further amendments, if then there be no 
further amendments, the Senator will propose his substitute 
for the bill as amended. 

Mr. LEE. I yield the fioor. 
Mr. COPEU..ND obtained the fioor. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 

to me? 
· Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I assume the Senator from New York 
does not desire to proceed at this late hour? 

Mr. COPELAND. My soul is stirring to make a speech on 
the bill, but I much prefer to speak tomorrow. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I desire to make a brief 
observation with respect to the bill. The debate which bas 
occurred so far has been very interesting and very erilighteri
ing. No one has had any desire to curb debate in any way. 
However, it seems to me that we have now about reached 
the time when we ought to be considering in detail the bill 
and the amendments which have been offered and which 
will be offered to it. I hope that at a very early hour to
morrow, as soon as practicable, the Senate may be able to 
proceed to consider the bill in detail and vote on some of 
the amendments which have been suggested by the commit
tee, and other amendments that may be offered when the 
committee amendments shall have been disposed of. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, that is, of course, a natural 
desire. Several Senators are absent today who desire to dis-

cuss the general philosophy of the bill Such discussion will 
have to precede action on the amendments. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Senator knows that any 
Senator can make a speech on the general philosophy of the 
bill at any time. -I think we have about reached the point 
where we should give consideration to some of the amend
ments. I do not want to cut off the discussion of the bill, 
which I think has been very helpful, but I believe the Senator 
will agree with me that the sooner we get started on the 
amendments the sooner we shall get through with the bill. 

Will the Senator from New York now yield to me so that I 
may move an executive session? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

• EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES . 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee 0:1 Appropriations, 
reported favorably th~ nomination of Miles H. Fairbank, of 
Maryland, to be Assistant Administrator of the Puerto Rico 
Reconstruction Administration. 

He also, from the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry post
masters. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Conmuttee on the Judiciary, 
reported favorably the nomination of Carl L. Sackett, of 
Wyoming, to be United States attorney for the district of 
Wyoming. 

Mr. BULKLEY, from _the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency, reported favo:x:ably the :t;lOmination of William.H. Hus
band, of Ohio, to be a member of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Bo~rd for the unexpir~d portion· of the term of 6 yeats 
from · July 22, 1934, to which office he was appointed. during 
the last recess of the Sen~te. vice Henry E. Hoagland. 

The. P~ESIDENT pro tempore. The reports will be placed 
en the Executive Calendar. 

If there are no further reports of committees, the Execu
tive Calendar is in order. 

WEST VIRGINIA POST OFFICE NOMINATION8-RECONSIDERATION 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, before proceeding to the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar, I ask unanimous con
sent for a reconsideration of the votes by which the Senate 
confirmed, yesterday, the following nominations to the post 
offices indicated, all being in West Virginia: 

Edwin Caperton, Alloy; William H. Hillborn, Beverly; 
AnnaS. Been, Camden on Gauley; Blanche L. O'Dell Hast
ings; George W. Kilmer, Hedgesville; George L. Carlisle, 
Hillsboro; Kerth Nottingham, Marlinton; Nell Bennett Wol
ford, Pickens; George L. Wilcoxon, Tams; Merle G. Raab, 
Triadelphia; Myrtle W. Orndorff, Wardensville; Thelma P. 
Forbes, West Liberty. 

I further ask that these West Virginia nominations be 
again placed on the Executive Calendar. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, may I ask the reason for 
that request? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The reason is that I received a tele
gram from the junior Senator · from West Virginia [Mr. 
HOLT] asking that it be done, and I am now asking that the 
votes by which the nominations were confirmed be reconsid
ered, and that the names be returned to the calendar, so 
that if the. junior Senator from West Virginia has objection 
to any of the nominees his objection may be stated and con
sidered by the Senate. 

. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the . 
request of the Senator from Tennessee that the votes by 
which nominations of postmasters -in West Virginia were 
confirmed yesterday, be reconsidered and that the names be 
returned to the Executive Calendar? The Chair bears non~. 
and it is so ordered. 
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llOARD OF TAX APPEALS 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of John w. 
Kern, of Indiana, to be a member of the Board of Tax 
Appeals. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE 
The legislative clerk read the nomination of John Phillip 

Wenchel, of Washington, D. C., to be assistant general 
counsel. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The legislative clerk read the nomination of Dr. Wixom 

S. Sibley to be assistant surgeon. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 

nomination is confirmed. 
POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Margaret M. 
Westlund to be postmaster at Frazer, Mont. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Cletus J. 
Walsh to be postmaster at Polytechnic, Mont. 

The PRESIDENT pro. tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 

That completes the Executive Calendar. 
RECESS 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, is it understood that I 

will have the floor when the Senate reconvenes tomorrow?· 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 

York was recognized and yielded to the Senator from Ken
tucky. The Senator from New York will have the floor when 
the Senate reconvenes tomorrow. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
untilll o'clock a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 o'clock and 25 min
utes p.m.> the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Thurs
day, December 2, 1937, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate December 1 

(legislative day, November 16>, 1937 
BoARD OF TAX APPEALS 

John W. Kern to be a member of the Board of Tax 
Appeals. 

BUREAU oF·INTERNAL REVENUE 
John Phillip Wenchel to be Assistant General Counsel for 

the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 
UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

Dr. Wixom S. Sibley to be an assistant surgeon in the 
United States Public Health Service. 

PosTMASTERS 
MONTANA 

Margaret M. Westlund, Frazer. 
Cletus J. Walsh, Polytechnic. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER .1, 1937 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Reverend James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer: 
Blessed is the man that teareth the Lord; that delighteth 

greatly in His commandments. Ee shall not be afraid of 
evil tidings tor his heart is fixed. 

Heavenly Father, be with us and overshadow us with 
Thy presence; rebuke any unholy desires a.nd harmonize 
differences. Grant that there may be no reaction against 
large thoughts, helpful ideals, deep feelings, and heroic 
service. 0 Lord, remember us, and may we never for
get the lesson of ThY truth-that we should increase the 
joy of others; that the strong should aid the weak; that 
the wise should counsel the inexperienced; and that the good 
life should lift up the fallen; thus we win victories which 
heaven celebrates. Lead us on, our Father, in the name of 
our Savior. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

:MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 
clerk, announced that the Vice President had appointed Mr. 
BARKLEY and Mr. GmsoN members of the Joint Select Com
mittee on the part of the Senate, as provided for in the act 
of February 16, 1889, as amended by the act of March 2, 
1895, entitled "An act to authorize and provide for the dis
position of useless papers in the executive departments," for 
the disposition of executive papers in the following Depart
ments: 

The Department of the Treasury, the Department of 
War, the Department of the NavY, the Department qf 
the Interior, the Department of Agriculture, the Department 
of Commerce, the Department of Labor, the National Ar
chives, Veterans' Administration, Federal Housi.Iig Adminis
tration, and United States Food Administration. 

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com
munication, which was read: 

NOVEMBER 30, 1937. 
Hon. WILLIAM B. BANKHEAD, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
MY DEAR MR. SPEAKER: L herewith tender my resignation as 

member of the following committees of the House of Representa
tives: Elections No. 1, Public Lands, Immigration and Naturali
zation, War Claims. 

Respectfully yours, 
SAM MAssiNGALE. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the resignation will 
be accepted. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. M.r. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House at this time for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I have taken the trouble 

to check on a number of booklets, pamphlets, and propa
ganda that come into this country by way of the mail and 
through smuggling. I have a list of 148 different forms of 
pamphlets and booklets which malign Americans and Amer
ica and attack the principles of our Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to incorporate 
these in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, there are 148 pamphlets 

and books containing subversive propaganda inimical to our 
form of government. 

These vicious publications are directly sponsored by Ger
many and have been coming into the United States from 
Canada and Germany since 1933. 

Every one of these publications has been published either 
in Germany or in Great Britain. 
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Nazi propaganda imported jram Germany 

LEAFLETS 

Name Language Published 
in-

Name of 
publisher 

France-A Menace to Germany's English ___________ Hamburg_ Fichte Bund.. 
Safety. Hitler's Fight for his Country's _____ do ________________ do _____ _ 
Honour & Freedom. 

The Truth about the Jews in _____ do _____________ .•• do ______ _ 
Germany. 

To the Front Line Fighters of English (2 copies) ____ do ______ _ 
the World War. 

What I Saw in Germany _________ English ______________ do ______ _ 
Adolf Hitler's Pronouncement on English (2 copies). ___ do ______ _ 

the Saar Plebiscite. 
A Conspiracy of War___ __ ________ English.---------- ___ do ______ _ 
Interview with Adolf Hitler_ __________ do ________________ do ______ _ 
Germany's Position in World _____ do _____________ ..• do ______ _ 

Trade. 
Germany's Reply to a Broken English (3 copies) ____ do ______ _ 

Promise. 
The New Germany_______________ English.---------- ___ do ______ _ 
Adolf Hitler's Peace Message. _____ do _____________ ... do ______ _ 

The Thirteen Points. 
De Dertien Punten Voor Den Danish _______________ do ______ _ 

Vrede Van Adolf Hitler. 
Friedensfront Ehemaliger Front- German ___________ .•. do ______ _ 

kam (Peace Front of Ex-Service 
Men). 

Peace Front of Ex-Service Men____ English _____________ _ do ______ _ 
Judentum und Straffalligkeit German ______________ do ______ _ 

(Jewry and Penal Punishment). 
Jewry and Pe-nal Punishment ____ English (2copies). ___ do ______ _ 
Jodendom en Misdadigheid _______ Dutch ____________ ___ do ______ _ 
Welt-Bolschewismus Ohne Maske German ___ _______ ____ do ______ _ 

(Bolshevism Unmasked). 
Bolshensm Unmasked.---------- English ______________ do ______ _ 
The German Winter Help ____________ _ do ________________ do __ ____ _ 
Facts and Figures Versus False- English (2 copies) ____ do ______ _ 

hood. 
An Interview with Adolf Hitler--- English ______________ do ______ _ 
Adolf Hitler Offers France 25 _____ do ________________ do ______ _ 

Years of Peace. 
Que Veut L' Allemagne? ---------- French (2 copies) _____ do ______ _ 
Le Bolscbevisme, Le Plus Orand French (3copies) _____ do ______ _ 

Ennemi du Monde. 

PAMPHLETS AND BOOKS 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

--------------------------------~----~---------

Name Published Number No. and date in- ofpages 

Lieder der Hitler Yugend_______________ Essen ______ _ 
Die Fahne Hoch. _ --------------------- Berlin ______ _ 

Do ___________ -------------------- _____ do _____ _ 
Do ___ ----------------------------- _____ do ______ _ 
Do. __ ----------------------------- _____ do ______ _ 
Do ___ ----------------------------- _____ do ______ _ 
Do __ ------------------------------ _____ do ______ _ Mir und der Jude _____________________ , _____ do ______ _ 

Was der Christ vom Christentum nicht Hanover_ __ _ 
Weiss. 

Fiir und wider die Deutchen Oottes- Weimar ____ _ 
worte. 

Der neueste Stand der Volkisch Reli-
giosen Bewegung in Deutschland _____ Erlangen ___ _ 

Die Oeschichte von Adolf Hitler ________ Berlin ___ ___ _ 
Der Yude und der Deutsche Mensch ___ Breslau ____ _ 
Der Bolschewismus als Aktion eiDer 

Fremden Rasse ----------------- ----- Miinchen __ _ 
Pimpf im Dienst. Die neue Amtliche 

Ausbildunsbuch fiir das Yungvolk ___ Potsdam ___ _ 
Marschieren und Singen ________________ Berlin ______ _ 
Truro Trum. Yungvolk Liederbuch... Magdeburg_ 
Hitler Yugend Liederbuch ____ --------- Berlin ______ _ 
Liederbuch fiir Deutsche M!idchen und _____ do ______ _ 

Frauen. 

1------
141 
24 No.3. 
24 No.6. 
24 No.7. 
24 No.12. 
24 No. 20. 
24 No. 33. 
24 
46 

32 

15 1935-36. 
100 
32 

16 

350 
32 
52 
32 
55 

Niedersachsen Marschieren_____________ Hanover____ 86 1935. 
Aufbau des deutschen Sozia.lismus____ __ Berlin_______ 150 
Ludendorffs Halfmonatsschrift_________ Miinchen. __ ---------- July 6, 1936. 
Der SchulungsbrieL------------------- Berlin _______ ---------- September 1935. 

Do _____ ---------------------------- _____ do _______ ---------- June 1936. 
Spaten und Ahren ______________________ Hanover ____ ---------
Die Deutsche Volkskirche _________ ~ ---- Berlin _______ ---------- April1936. 
Dieersten hundert Biicber fur Nation- Miinchen ___ ---------- 1935. 

alsozia.listische Buchereien. 
Die Zweiten hundert Biicher fur Na- _____ do _______ ---------- 1935. 

tionalsozialistische Bucbereien. 
Die Dritten hundert Bucher fur Na- _____ do _______ ---------- 1936. 

tionalsozialistische Buchereien. 
Verzeichnis Judischer Verfasser Juris- Stuttgart ___ _ ---------- 1936. 

tischer Schriften. 
Germany Declares for Peace. Adolf Berlin ____________ 2____ Oct. 4, 1933. 

Hitler Addressing the German Na
tion. 

The World needs to think Commer- _____ do ______ ---------- June 1935. 
cially. 

Welt Dienst_ ________________________________ do ______ ---------- March 1936. 
Der Welt Feind _____________________________ do______ 32 
Yuridische Wochenschrift-Blutschutz Leipzig _____ -~-------- Oct. 24, 1936. 

Oesetz. 
Das Kampfsblatt der Hitler Yogend ___ -------------- ---------- September 1935 

to March 1937. 
Mimeographed Nazi News. 

written articles and leafiets. 
Type-

Nazi propaganda imported from Germany-Continued 
PAllrlPHLETS AND BOOK~ontinued 

Name Published Number No. and date in- of pages 

Welt Deutscher Beobachter (Anti- Berlin _______ ---------- June 9, 1935. 
Jewish Caricatures). 

National Soz. Partei Correspondenz _________ do ______ ---------- Jan. 8, 1936. 
Rede des Fiihrers und Reichskanzlers _____ do ______ ---------- Mar. 7, 1936. 

Adolf Hitler Vor dem Reichstag. 
Juden fiber Deutschland ____________________ do______ 64 
Ein Bilderbuch fur Gross und Klein ___ Niirnberg __ ----------

NEWSPAPERS FROM NAZI GERMANY 

Name Place pub
lished Date 

Berliner Lokal Anzeiger_________________________ Berlin_______ May 11, 1937. 
A. I. Z------------------------------------------ _____ do ______ Mar. 29, 1936. 
Der Blitz __ ------------------------------------- Bon-Harz___ Apr. 26, 1936 and 

Der Danziger Vorposten ________________________ --------------
Der Deutcher Beobachter_______________________ Koln _______ _ 
Der Deutscher Weg _____________________________ --------------
Der Eisenhandler __ ----------------------------- Berlin ______ _ 

g~ ~f~~~:~ -~~~~~~=========================== =====~~=: :::: 
Durchbruch __________________________________________ do _____ _ 
Frankische Tageszeitung ___ _____________________ Niirnberg __ _ 
Gross-Dortmund _________ ----------------------- _____________ _ 
Hakenkreuz Banner-------- ----- --------------- Mannheim __ 
Dustrirter Beobachter (Anti-Comintern) ________ Miinchen __ _ 
Loxe!fiburger Wort_---------------------------- Luxemburg_ 
Volkischer Beobachter __ ---------- -------~------ Berlin ______ _ 

;f~~!ol~w.nai_-~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:~~~~== 
W estfalische Landeszeitung_ -------------------- Dortmund __ 

July 26, 1937. 

May 29, 1936. 
May 17, 1936. 
Mar. 14, 1936. 
July 16, 1936. 
May 1936 and Au-

gust 1936. 

May 15, 1936. 
Mar. 22, 1936. 
Nov. 27, 1935. 

May 2 and 12,1937. 
Apr. 29, 1936. 
Oct. 22,1936. 
Nov. 1, 1936. 
Mar. 1, 1936. 

PUBLISHED BY WORLD SERVICE, ER.FURT, GERMANY 
1. Bombshell Against Christianity, by Marcus Eli Ravage. 
2. The Hidden Hand -of Judah. 
3. What is World Service? (Subscription form.) 
4. World Service, the Truth on Spain, February 1937. 
5. World Service Bulletin, July 1, 1936; September 15, 1936; Feb

ruary 15, 1937. 
6. Welt-Dienst-Bucherei. (Catalog of publications.) 

PUBLISHED BY IMPERIAL FASCIST LEAGUE OF GREAT BRITAIN 
1. Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion, by Victor E. Marsden. 

(Issued by the Brit<?ns Publishing Society.) 
2. Money No Mystery. 
3. The Era of World Ruin. (The Era of Democracy.) 
4. A Plot for the World's Conquest (Britons Publishing Society). 
5. Who Wants War? (Britons Publishing Society). 
6. Mightier Yet. (The Policy of the I. F. L.) 
7. The Emancipation of the Gentiles from the Yoke of the In

ternational Financier. 
8. Questions of Public Importance to be Answered by Political 

Leaders. 
9. The Fascist: March 1937; August 1937. 
10. Freemasonry. 
11. Our Jewish Aristocracy. 
12. Jewish Press Control. 
13. Race and Politics. . 
14. The Hidden Hand Revealed, by the Fascist Cartoonist. 
15. The Jew: Past and Present. 
16. Agriculture Comes First. 
17. P. E. P. (Political and Economic Planning) or Sovietism 

by Stealth. · . 
18. Bolshevism is Jewish, by A. S. Leese. 
19. Jews in Russia, by Victor E. Marsden. 
20. The Plan of the Jew. 
21. The Destruction of India-Its Cause and Prevention. 
22. Disraeli the Destroyer, by A. 8. Leese. 
23. The G<>vernment of the Future--Racial Fascism. 
24. Have We No Native Britons to Govern Our Colonies, by the 

Governor of Southern Rhodesia. 
25. The Key to European Politics. 
26. Whither the World? 
27. His Majesty's Subgovernment--Departmental Jew Contacts. 
28. Freemasonry. 

PUBLISHED BY FICHTE BUND, HAMBURG, GERMANY 
2. Bolshevism in Theory and Practice, by Dr. Joseph Goebbels. 
3. Racio-Political Foreign Correspondence (RAK): December 1935, 

May 1936, October 1936, June 1936, July 1936, July 1937. 
4. Peace. Plan of the German Government. March 31, 1936. 
5. Speech Delivered in Reichstag March 7, 1936, by Adolf Hitler. 
6. Germany Declares for Peace, by Adolf Hitler. October 14, 1933. 
7. Bolshevism Unmasked, by Dr. Joseph Goebbels. 
8. The German Winter Help, Herr Hlldenfeldt. 
9 .. To the Poilu o! Verdun (an open letter from a German front-

line fighter). · 
10. The General S~'s Report of a European Great Power. 
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11. An Interview With Adolf Hitler. - -
12. Adolf Hitler Warns the World of the Menace of Bolshevism. 
13. The Resurrection of the Unknown Soldier, by Prelate Bela 

Turt. -. 
14. Who Are the Rulers in Russia? 
15. Germany Demands Equality of Rights. 
16. The Truth About the Jews in Germany. 
17. Jewry and Penal Punishment, by Lt. George Daluege. 
18. The Destruction ot Domest1e Life Through Bolshevism. 
19. Adolf Hitler Offers France 25 Years of Peace. 
20. World Enemy No. 1-Bolshevism. 
21. Bolshevism and the Farm Class. 
22. Fair Play for Germany, by E. Collinson. 
23. To the Front Line Fighters of the World Wv. 
24. Bolshevists as World War Mongers. 
25. Danzig Attacks the League of Nations. 
26. Adolf Hitler's Contribution to the Promotion of European 

Peace. 
27. lk>lshevist Atrocities in Spain. 
28. Facts and Figures Versus Falsehood, by Dr. Ley, leader of the 

German Labor Front. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask unani
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the REcoRD and 
include therein an address delivered by the Honorable James 
A. Farley, Postmaster General of the United states, on 
October 1~. 1937~ on the occasion of the dedication of the 
new Federal building at Centralia, Wash. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reqtiest of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
:Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask unanimous consent 

to extend my own remarks in the REcoRD and include therein 
a letter, which I preswne all Members of Congress have re
ceived, giving the views of the National Grange on the 
pending farm bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD on the subject of 
postal activities. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DREW of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to extend my own remarks in the REcoRD and 
include a radio iiddress by Mr. Herbert M. Syme, attorney for 
the Pennsylvania Unemployment Compensation Board. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, the news 

magazine, Time, in the issue of November 29, printed an 
article which pointed out that Prime Minister Sir Neville 
Chamberlain, in announcing the proposed reciprocaJ-tra.de 
agreement with this coUntry, indicated to the House of Com
mons that Great Britain was not so much approving a trade 
agreement as trading an economic treaty in the interests of 
immediately valuable political solidarity. Mr. Chamberlain 
is reported as saying: 

I feel sure that the House wm warmly welcome this further 
step toward an agreement between the two governments. 

Shortly after this, Mr. Leopold S. Amery made a speech 
at a meeting of the Empire Industries Association, in which 
he said: 

I can hardly lmagine that such a.n agreement 1s likely to revo
lutionize the American outlook on foreign a1fa.irs, so that she Will 
be wllling to do battle either for -us or for the League of Nations. 
1n Europe or in the Far East. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that clearly shows what Great Britain 
has in mind so far as an industrial League of Nations is con
cerned. In other words, she would like to get us into ·a 

political League of Nations,· and we do not want that. If 
we fight, we will fight in our own time and our own way, 
and not at the bidding of any other country. 

Mr. WILCOX. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objeetion to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WILCOX. Mr. Speaker, on November 22 I introduced 

in the House ·of Representatives a bill <H. R. 8469) pro
viding for the granting of tax exemption on that p&rt of net 
income. not in exress of 50 percent of the total, as shall be 
expended for the construction of new buildings or the repair 
of existing buildings, or other improvement of real estate. 

Under the terms of this bill a taxpayer would be permitted 
to use as much as half of his net income for new construc
tion and would be granted tax exemption on that part of his 
income so used. 

Now for the next few minutes 1 want to discuss this 
measure; and, in doing so, to can attention to the serious 
problems now pressing upon the Congress and the necessity 
for finding an immediate and practical solution for those 
problems. 

Our primary problem today, as it was in 1933, is the prob
lem of finding jobs for the unemployed. Government spend
ing or 4 'pump priming," while a very necessary procedure as 
a temporary emergency measure, cannot solve the problem. 
Under our public-works program we have made it possible 
for millions to receive temporary employment, but, of course, 
the Government cannot continue to spend sufficiently large 
sums to insure employment to all who are in need of it. 
And while as an emergency measure it accomplished much, 
Government spending must ultimately defeat its own pur
poses, because the cast, with interest, must be paid by the 
people in increased taxes. 

Federal taxation is the most iniquitous of a.ll taxation be
cause it is reflected in increased living costs and therefore 
falls more heavily upon the poor than upon the rich, in pro
portion to ability to pay. 

President Roosevelt correctly stated the case when he said, 
in effect: "No tax has yet been devised which is not ulti
mately paid in the sweat of every man who labors/' 

Many people have the mistaken idea that they do not pay 
taxes to the Federal Government just because they do not 
hand the money over directly to the tax collector. They 
think it costs them nothing to have their Federal Govern
ment dish out huge sums of money for this, that, and the 
other thing. They look upon these Federal expenditures as 
"outside money" that comes from some mysterious source 
where there is an inexhaustible supply and that it costs no
body anything. Or at most they think that if it has to be 
pafd back it will all come out of the millionaire income-tax 
payers. 

No more erroneous idea was ever circulated. What they 
overlook is the fact that income taxes are added into the cost 
of every manufactured article and passed on to the next fel
low and the ultimate eonsumer pays the taxes of every man 
or corporation who handled the article from its inception to 
its delivery. When the farmer or the laborer buys a pair of 
shoes he pays the taxes of the tanner. the manufacturer, the 
wholesaler. the jobber, the retailer, and the transportation 
lines which handled that pair of shoes. Therefore, as Fed
eral taxes go up, the eost of living goes up and the farmer, 
the laborer, the salaried man, and the little fellow at the bot
tom of the ladder pays the bill. 

Piling up the national debt means piling up the burden 
for the common people of the country to carry. The money 
which the Government spends is boiTOwed money and it must 
be paid back with interest. ·There is no way of paying it ex
cept from money collected in taxes which must be paid in 
th~ sweat of every man who labors and squeezed from the 
bread of the poor. 

To continue such a policy would mean the placing of an im
possible burden upon the backs of those whom we seek to 
assist. 
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And while, as I have said, -Government spending was nec

essary as a temporary emergency measure and while it 
. served a useful purpose as a "'pump priming" process, it 
cannot be continued indefinitely. If it is continued, it will 
produce a condition worse than the one we found ourselves 
in at the depth of the depression. 

And since the Government can furnish employment only 
by the expenditure of borrowed money, it is quite evident 
that we have reached the point where a solution of this 
problem of unemployment must be found which does not 
require further Government expenditure. 

Obviously, the burden must be assumed by private busi
ness, private industry, and private capital. How to accom
plish this end, how to get private capital back into the field 
is the problem which must be solved and, if we are to avert 
another business collapse, it must be solved at once. 

The bill H. R. 8469 offers what I believe is at least a partial 
solution. It proposes an inducement to private capital to 
enter the construction field. By granting an exemption from 
taxation it makes the expenditure of private money more 
attractive and it appeals to the natural desire of every man 
to avoid the payment of taxes. 

There is no single industry that so vitally affects the wel
fare of the Nation as a whole as does the building or con
struction industry. No enterprise has the ability to put idle 
funds to work and to give employment to the unemployed 
in comparison with this industry. Millions of people are 
directly or indirectly dependent upon the construction busi
ness. As building increases business improves and as build
ing decreases business in general falls off. Construction 
not only furnishes employment and income to the millions 
of workmen directly employed but it also furnishes an outlet 
for the products of the forest, the mines, and the mills, and 
furnishes business for the transportation lines. 

When the building industry is active and these millions of 
workmen are employed, business in general is good because 
the purchasing power of these millions of people is increased 
and every line of business in the country profits as a result. 

In his recent message to Congress, the President estimated 
that an average of from 600,000 to 800,000 dwelling units 
need to be built annually over the next 5 years to overcome 
the accumulated shortage and to meet the normal demand 
for housing facilities. Not only is the country badly behind 
in the construction of homes but industry as well is in need 
of hundreds of millions of dollars of additional construction. 

If private capital can be induced to enter the construction 
field and build these twelve to sixteen billion dollars worth 
of homes and factory buildings, we will have solved the un
employment problem in America. We will have furnished 
employment for the miners in the iron mines, the workers in 
the steel mills, the laborers in the forest and in the saw mills, 
and we will have put back to work millions of idle skilled 
workmen in the building trades. 

It occurs to me that in recent years we have piled up taxes 
to the point where we have to some degree at least discour
aged the investment of private capital in the construction of 
new buildings and that this is in no small degree responsible 
for the lag in construction. The undistributed profits tax, 
the capital gains tax, and other levies have not only dis
couraged the investment of the capital of corporations in 
new construction but have actually prevented in many in
stances construction which should and would have been car
ried on had it not been for these levies. It seems to me, 
therefore, that while taxation may not have been entirely 
responsible for the failure of private capital to enter the 
construction field, at least our recent experiences should con
vince us that inducements in the way of tax exemption 
would certainly furnish attraction for capital to again take 
up the slack. We must offer encouragement and some in:; 
ducements to people to put their own money into construc
tion if we are to give employment to the millions of people 
:who are directly dependent upon the building industry and 
at the same time provide adequate housing facilities for the 
people of the country. 

My bill has the attraction of permitting the taxpayer to 
have his cake and eat it, too. By using 50 percent of his 

· net income in construction he escapes taxation upon that 
part of his income but still has his money in the form of a 
new or improved building. But it will not result in any seri
ous loss of revenue to the Government because, while the 
original taxpayer escapes taxation, he puts the money into 
circulation by the purchase of lumber, brick, cement, steel, 
and hardware, and by the payment of wages to carpenters, 

· painters, masons, and so forth, thus stimulating business and 
increasing incomes of all with whom he deals. 

This expenditure of money and the consequent accelera
tion of business would result in increased profits to business 
upon which taxes would be paid, and the loss, if any, to the 
Government should be very slight. 

At least it offers an inducement to private capital to again 
enter the construction field and thereby offers a means for 
having private industry take up the burden of finding 
employment for the unemployed. 

The idea of granting tax exemptions as an inducement for 
expansion of business is not new. We have witnessed the 
experience of hundreds of communities which, in order to 
secure the location of a new industry in their midst, will 
grant tax· exemption for a period of years. State, county, 
and municipal officials, realizing that by securing a new 
industry in their community they furnish employment to 
their people and increase property values generally, have 
very wisely extended these tax exemptions for a limited 
period of time. If the Federal Government will profit by the 
experience of these communities and grant a limited tax 
exemption as a means of inducement for the investment of 
net income in construction, the Government will not only 
relieve itself of the burden of finding employment for the 
unemployed, but in the long run will increase its income 
from taxes because of the acceleration of business and in
dustry and the increased incomes of all of its citizens. 

But let us paint the picture in the darkest possible colors. 
Let us say, for the sake of argument, that the expenditure 
of private funds and the speeding up of business, with its 
consequent increase of incomes will not in fact result in 
increased revenue to the Government. Let us say that the 
tax exemption will result in a dead loss of that amount of 
revenue to the Government. This will not happen and can
not happen, because the speeding up of business will result 
in increased incomes, upon which taxes will be paid, and 
there will be no loss of revenue. But let us concede that it 
will result in a loss of revenue. Now, if by speeding up the 
building industry we can put the unemployed back to work 
and get them off the relief roll, we will save the Federal Gov
ernment $1,500,000,000, which is the amount we have appro· 
priated for relief for this fiscal year, so that we could sus
tain a loss of $1,500,000,000 in revenue and still break even, 
because we would save that amount, which we are now 
spending for relief. 

It may be argued that granting tax exemption would 
encourage unwise construction. The answer to that, of 
course, is that the taxpayer is investing his money while 
securing a tax exemption and necessarily will see to it that 
the money is wisely invested. 

Again, it may be said that the granting of tax exemptions 
as an inducement would result in overexpansion of the 
building industry and in the construction of more housing 
facilities than would be required by the country. It is 
hardly conceivable that there could be an overexpansion of 
the industry if the President's estimate is correct when he 
says that within the next 5 years we must construct between 
3,000,000 and 4,000,000 family housing units in addition to 
the normal expansion requirements of business and industry. 
At $4,000 per unit, it is estimated that at least $16,000,000,000 
worth of dwellings are required, and to this must be added 
the billions of dollars' worth of expansions, extensions, and 
new construction of buildings for industrial plants and busi
ness enterprises. If, during these next 5 years, we can in
duce private individuals and private · business to construct 
this fifteen to twenty billion dollars' worth of new buildings 
now required, we will have created not only an unprece
dented building boo~ and solved the unemployment problem 
of the Nation, but we will ·have added to the permanent 
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wealth of every municipality and every county in the coun
try, and we will have increased the incomes of the people 
to the point where the Federal Government's taxes will have 
more than balanced the Budget. 

I offer no criticism for the program of guaranteeing the 
payment of construction mortgages. On the other hand, I 
have enthusiastically supported this program as a means of 
inducing capital to resume the burden of finding employ
ment for the people as well as supplying the housing needs 
of the country. It is quite evident from our recent experi
ences, however, that the mere guaranty of the p!).yment of 
construction mortgages is not sufficient. We must induce 
those with money to invest that money in construction with
out Government guaranties. If the man with a $10,000 
net income can be induced to spend $5,000 of it in the con
struction of a new building, he not only will have increased 
the value of his holdings but he will have contributed to the 
welfare of the country and to the solution of our most per
plexing problem. And certainly no inducement could be 
offered which equals the inducement of securing an exemp
tion from taxation. 

This bill, therefore, capitalizes upon the natural desire of 
every man to avoid the payment of taxes. It gives him the 
advantage of increasing the value of his property while 
escaping the payment of taxes to his Federal Government. 
But in doing so he will not have deprived the Government 
ultimately of its taxes because he will have accelerated busi
ness and increased the income of those with whom he deals, 
thus increasing the revenues of the Government . . 

I therefore commend this bill to your earnest and careful 
consideration, confident that if it is enacted it will take from 
the relief rolls and the charity rolls of the country millions 
of workmen and place them back into legitimate employment 
in their regular lines of endeavor. It has been my observa
tion that the American people do not want charity. They 
do not want to be supported in idleness. They want to earn 
what they receive and they want to earn it by legitimate 
labor in legitimate business. They do not like to feel that 
they are performing useless tasks or that they are being paid 
for unnecessary endeavor. They want to feel that they are 
actually earning their income by the performance of neces
sary, useful, and legitimate work. This bill, in my opinion, 
will furnish them that opportunity. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous special order of the 
House, the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

ADMIRAL G_EORGE DEWEY 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Today, Mr. Speaker, we are taking time 
out of our busy lives, and it is the least we can do, to honor 
the memory and to observe the one hundredth anniversary 
of the birth of George Dewey. 

Emerson said "There is properly no history, only biog
raphy." It is "the essence of innumerable biographies," says 
Carlyle. 

There are those shortsighted, materially minded people 
who arrogate to themselves the designation "practical," who 
complain that days spent in observing the anniversary of any 
man or occasion, are a waste of public time and meaningless 
displays of public sentiment. Fortunately the direction of 
nations is not in the hands of such blind gtiides, men who 
can see nothing beyond the day's work and the day's profit. 
Wiser heads have managed from generation to generation 
to gain control of our destinies, realizing the cardinal defect 
of human nature, its selfishness, the shortness of its mem
ory for the great moments of history, its significant crisis of 
achievement and warning, the great lessons taught by the 
lives of its great men. A great object is achieved, a great 
danger is passed. In the hours of triumph, escape, or ac
complishment-, men rend the skies with jubilations, crowd 
them with flags, irradiate them with bonfires, ring the bells. 
Never was such a moment but, left to themselves, Bl week 
or two would suffice ordinarily for the achievement to be
come a commonplace, the danger to be forgotten, and their 
remembrance of the event itself to sink into the limbo of 
the unremembered 

However, the wiser, farseeing ones, as they look on and as 
the tumult and the shouting cease, perceive the eternal sig
nificance of such moments. Great moments of achieved free
dom. Heroes, saints, fighters, workers, dreamers, the daunt
less martyrs for ideas-for these there should be abiding 
memorials, tangible or intangible, in order that men looking 
up from the dusty preoccupations of their daily tasks shall 
not be permitted to forget, but shall be sharply and inspir
ingly reminded of the fact that in the lives of all of us there 
is that something which we call a soul. 

The wise ones know-and how true it is--that it is only 
by the recognition of our indebtedness to the accomplish
ments of those who have preceded us and by a proper respect 
shown the memory of these men and women that we can be 
brought to a realizing sense of our own responsibility and to 
an appreciation of the fact that-
The high c:usade whereon we have embarked calls forth the free, 
In hosts, With spears and flaunting flags arrayed; 
Not for one dragon's end, one victory, 
One last great war, but to unending war, 
Without, within, 't1ll God's white torch supreme, 
Melts the last chain, and the -last door swings slowly wide to 

the triumphant dream. 

The rise of Admiral George Dewey to fame, Mr. Speaker, 
was not an accident, neither was it the result of favoring 
contingencies, but the result of a great character uncon
sciously combining with a situation in which his country had, 
as if thoughtfully, placed him in its hour of trial. This is 
the only legitimate method of human greatness. This is the 
only greatness which is neither envied nor denied by those 
who cannot achieve it. 

All his life had been a preparation for just the opportunity 
that came to him. Do you know that when other officers of 
his grade were suggested for the command of the Asiatic 
Squadron in 1897 no one cared for the assignment? It was 
offered to Dewey, who accepted it, not because he wanted to 
go, nor because he could or did foresee an opportunity to 
win renown and undying fame, but because he believed, as 
he always had told others, that "an officer should always be 
ready for any duty which may be required of him." 

He owed his appointment-

Said President Theodore Roosevelt-
to the high professional reputation he enjoyed and to the character 
he had established for willingness to accept responsibUity, for 
sound judgment, and for entire fearlessness. 

The Nation must make ready the tools and train the men to use 
them, but at the crisis a great triumph can be achieved only 
should some heroic man appear. Therefore, it is right and seemly 
to pay homage of deep respect and admiration to the man when 
be does appear. 

In naval circles the world around it is agreed that the 
victory at Manila Bay established the rank of Admiral 
George Dewey among those most distinguished naval heroes 
of all times, waged, as the battle was, with the utmost 
gallantry and skill, without error, and crowned with over
whelming success. 

George Dewey, Mr. Speaker, the one hundredth anniver
sary of whose birth we are observing today, whose accom
plishments are the possession and proud heritage of us all, 
was a typical son of the State of his nativity. From a 
humble and unpretentious home among those little green 
hills and valleys which he loved, he walked out to do his 
duty and, as a consequence, to change the course of the 
circle of empires, open the door of opportunity to and de
termine the destiny of millions of men relieved from the 
bondage and oppression of centuries, remake the map, and 
write a new chapter in the history of the world. He came 
back to us the same modest gentleman, UllSilOiled by triumph, 
though he came as conquerors come-he came back not 
creeping into port a wreck, with broken masts and rudder 
gone, but with flags flying, under full sail, strong for other 
voyages to other seas; and down the long years he will be 
remembered for what he did and was, and his name will be 
found written high on the honor roll of the world-written 
on the architrave, tablet, and pedestal with the names of 
Nelson and Decatur and Farragut--and there it will forever 
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be found throughout all the splendid history of the days to 
come. [Applause.] 

On the 29th day of March 1937, the Governor of the State 
of Vermont approved a joint resolution which had been 
adopted by the Legislature of the State of Vermont, which 
joint resolution reads as follows: 
Joint resolution relating to the observance of the centenary of the 

birth of Admiral Dewey 
Whereas the centenary of the birth of Admiral George Dewey 

falls on December 26, 1937; and 
Whereas Admiral Dewey was educated in the schools of Mont

pelier and at Johnson Academy and Norwich University before 
. attending the United States Naval Academy at Annapolis; and 

Whereas he later became one of Vermont's most distinguished 
. sons as a naval commander in two wars, whose exploits in the 

Spanish-American War placed this Nation definitely in the fore
front of naval powers of the world; and 

Whereas his whole career in the service of his country and in 
his civil life provides a worthy example in citizenship and service 
for the youth of the State and Nation: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved by the senate and house of representatives; That dur
ing the month of December 1937, the life and achievements of 
Admiral George Dewey be memorialized with proper ceremonies 
in the schools of Vermont and that public observance of the 
centenary of his birth be held in towns and cities of the State; 
and be it further ' 

Resolved, That the Governor be hereby authorized to appoint a 
commission of three persons, and designate. the chairman thereof, 
to arrange for such ceremonies in the schools and in the towns 
and cities of the State, and that the persons therein appointed 
shall serve without pay but shall be reimbursed for necessary ex
penses incurred in the performance of their duties on presenta
tion to the auditor of accounts of proper vouchers therefor; and be 

· 1t further · · 
Resolved, That the sum of $200 be he;eby appropriated to the 

said commission for the purposes of this resolution. 
MORTIMER R. PROCTOR, 

Speaker of the HOU3e of Representatives. 
WM. H: WILLS, . 

President of the SeMte. 
Approved March 29, 1937. 

GEORGE D·. AIKEN, Governor. 

Pursuant to the provisions of the foregoing joint resolu
tion, the commission selected this day, the 1st of Decem
ber 1937, for the appropriate observance of the one hun
dredth anniversary of the birth of that son of Vermont, who, 
as has been so well said, became a national hero overnight 
and · one of the state's outstanding sons by doing a job he 
would rather have been avoided. And the editor of the 

. Brattleboro Reformer in an issue of recent date goes on to 
say: 

. It is 40 years since Dewey's victory at Manila but the Nation 
still remembers him for it and he stands among the foremost 
naval commanders in American history. For his defeat of the 
Spanish Pacific Fleet in a day without the loss of a single Ameri
can life his praises are sung, but it was h1s foresight and careful 
attention to detail, virtues which previously ha.d gone unrecog
nized, that made the victory so complete and spared the lives of 
his men. · 

In 1897, when tt was becoming apparent that the United States 
might become involved in a war with Spain over affairs in CUba, 
Dewey, with the rank of commodore, was nearing retirement age. 
His career had been honorable, but he was in no way distinguished 
above scores of other naval officers. Since the Philippines were in 
Spanish hands 1t was probable that the command of the Asiatic 
Squadron would become an important post, and many officers 
coveted it. Dewey sought the post and through the intercession 
of Senator Redfield Proctor with President McKinley received it_. 

Dewey took command of the squadron in Japanese waters and 
proceeded to Hong Kong, where, he often afterward asserted, the 
Battle of Manila was won. He spent arduous days and nights in 
preparation. The men were drilled d1ligently and spent long 
hours in target practice. Supplies were put aboard, and Dewey 
and his officers gathered all information available on the Spanish 
fieet and Phillppine waters. 

When the squadron got orders to proceed to Manila and "cap
ture or destroy" all Spanish ships it was trained to a fine edge. 
Seven days later the Spaniards were enga.,aed in battle and 1n a few 
hours their vessels were all sunk, burned, or captured. Only 
seven American sailors were slightly wounded. Dewey received 
the rank of rear admiral and many other honors. 

In a letter to his sister back home at Montpelier, shortly before 
he left Hong Kong, Dewey wrote: "I have seven men-of-war all 
ready for action, and should war be the word, I believe we will 
make short work of the Spanish reign in the Philippines. • • • 
But, after all, war is a terrible thing, and I hope some ways out 
of the dilemma may be found without resorting to the very last 
course." No other way was chosen, and Dewey won the fame he 
otherwise never would have enjoyed. But we may well believe 
that he would have been happier to go without it and see his 
Spanish foes return to their homes a.llve. 

Today, this anniversary is being appropriately observed at 
Annapolis, at the State Capitol at Montpelier, in the schools 
of Vermont, at Norwich University, Northfield, Vt., and 
generally throughout the Nation. 

Profs. P. D. Webster, S. F. Howard, K. R. B. Flint, and 
Librarian K. K. Moore, of Norwich University, a committee 
appointed by President Porter H. Adams, have prepared a 
brief review of the career of the great Vermonter whose 
memory we revere and the anniversary of whose birth we 
observe, honoring ourselves by so doing, as well as honoring 
him. The review above referred to is as follows: 

GEORGE DEWEY 

George Dewey's ancestry has been traced back through the no
bility of France and England to a mythical stage of pagan history. 
His first American ancestor, having changed the name from Duce 
to Dewey, se~tled in Dorchester, Mass., in 1634. This Thomas 
Dewey later became one of the founders of Windsor, Conn., and 
from his second son, Josiah, the brancl:i of George Dewey de
scended. His great grandfather, William Dewey, was one of the 
volunteers at· Lexington, and his brother, Simeon, was with Ethan 
Allen when he demanded the keys of the fortress at Ticonderoga. 
No doubt, when George Dewey made the usual summer encamp
ment as a Norwich cadet at Fort Ticonderoga, there were family 
stories which came back to him and gave him a lively sense of 
historical continuity. The Rev. Jedediah Dewey is said to have 
interrupted a sermon to fight the British at the Battle of Benning
ton, and then returned to conclude his sermon. 

Julius Yemans Dewey, the father of George Dewey, graduated 
at the age of 23 . from the medical college of the University of 
Vermont, settled 1n Montpelier to practice, became medical e:x;
aminer and finally president of the National Life Insurance Co. 
He married Mary Perrin, of Berlin, Vt. Her favorite authors were 
Thomas Moore and Dr. Samuel Johnson. She was little more than 
a memory to her third son, George, for she died when he was only 
5 and Dewey felt that he owed everything he had done to his 
father's 1nfluence and training. 

• • • • • • • 
There are many stories told of Dewey's boyhood, and most of 

them have been slightly dramatized by successive narrators. He 
was a pretty active boy, and not- at all afraid of trouble. The 
district school of Montpelier which he attended was somewhat 
unruly, and various masters had given it up in despair. When 
Z. K. Pangborn assumed his duties, he determined that he was 
going to maintain discipline. So when young George and his com
rades set up the inevitable challenge, Mr. Pangborn bided his time, 
and then proceeded at the psychological moment to infiict quite 
severe corporal punishment upon George and another ringleader. 
When the teacher accompanied the boy home to his father, and 
the evidence of the trouncing was shown, Dr. Dewey, with h1s 
usual good sense, otfered to continue the chastisement 1! George 
did not think he had learned his lesson. George thought he had. 

• • • • • • 
At 14, George wanted to go to sea. His father wanted him to 

stay home. The military academy at Norwich, Vt., was the com
promise between father and son. This school rivaled, and in the 
judgment of some, surpassed West Point in those days. South
erners especially thought highly of this institution which was in
describably poor, but which seemed to graduate good officers. 
There were only two buildings then-the north and the south 
barracks. And there were only two courses, the collegiate and the 
scientific. But even in those days, which seemed so remote and 
peaceful, there were at least two versions of any university: The 
. university as it sees itself through the faculty and the catalog, and 
the university as it is experienced by the student. In the Nor
wich University catalog for 1851-52 we find the name "George 
Dewey, Montpelier," in the list of those enrolled in the collegiate 
class. Greek and Roman poets and historians, mathematics, navi
gation, and surveying were the principal subjects studied. And, 
"on Mond.ay mornings the students have a recitation in Paley's 
Natural Theology, Wayland's Moral Science, or other books of a 
religious or moral character." It is somthing of a surprise to find 
that "moral" and "science" were once connected and that theology, 
though not the queen of the sciences, was at least natural. It 
must have been a pleasure to listen to the Rev. Moses s. Royce as 
he expounded man's whole duty with sureness and conviction, 
instead of wandering in an egocentric universe relative to nothing. 

• • • • • • 
The frequent confiicts between the Norwich and the Dartmouth 

men just across the Connecticut probably compensated in part 
for . the rigor of the mllitary, and Dewey is said to have played a 
conspicuous part in the famous "Battle of Tom Coats." The 
trips to Ticonderoga and the tutelage of Gen. Alonzo Jackman, 
LL. D., in the poetry of mathematics and the very appearance of 
President Bourns must have been inspiring. Dewey's father be
came a trustee shortly after the boy was enrolled as a cadet and 
was a frequent visitor to the college. 

Much has been said about the conditions of Dewey's transfer 
from Norwich to Annapolis. In all our research we can find only 
a statement that the appointment in those days was primarily 
political. The Vermont Representative was not disposed to appoint 
Dewey, who was an alternate. Admiral Dewey says: "There was 



638 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE DECEMBER 1 
no vacancy for West Point from Vennont. otherwise, I might 
have gone into Manila Bay on an army transport instead of on 
the Olympia. But it happened that there was a vacancy at An
napolis. A boy by the name of George Spaulding, of Montpelier, 
received the appointment at first, but decided that he · would not 
take it. My father, through his influence with Senator Foote, 
had me made Spaulding's successor. Spaulding became a dis- · 
tinguished clergyman." 

George Dewey entered the Naval Academy on September 23, 1854, 
and graduated 1n 1858. Of the 60 who entered, only 15 graduated, 
and even by the end of the first year 23 had been plucked. He 
graduated fifth in his class, and at the end of the 2-year cruise 
was third in standing. 

• • • • • • • 
Even as a young man he had decisiveness and integrity of char

acter. After his Mediterranean cruise on the Wabash, Dewey was 
commissioned lieutenant, and on May 10, 1861, he reported for duty 
on the old side-wheeler Mississippi, on which he served until it was 
set on fire by the batteries of Fort Hudson in March 1863. Farragut's 
indomitable character made a very great impression on the young 
naval officer, who was ca.lled upon to perform trying duties at the 
age of 24. 

• • • • • • • 
When it became evident that under the grueling fire of the fort 

the Mississippi must be abandoned, Captain Smith and Lieutenant 
Dewey spiked her guns and went over the side. Dewey risked his 
llfe under the fire of sharpshooters to save the life of a :seaman 
struggling to keep atloat with an arm paralyYat by a bullet. After 
this Dewey was ordered up the James River under Commander 
McComb. In 1864 he was attached to the North Atla.ntic Blockad
ing Squadron, and in 1865 be was commissioned lieutenant com
mander for meritorious conduct 1n attacks on Fort Fisher. 

Dewey always speaks of his own life with a detachment charac
teristic of a man of action. He never throught of himself as a hero, 
though after the universal acclaim of his Manila Bay victory he did 
say that he had become a hero too late in life. He never confused 
a star of destiny with the chances and changes of war and he 
always gave full credit to those who tolled with him 1n the prepara
tion for the victory that followed. In 1867 he married Susie B. 
Goodwin, th~ daughter of New Hampshire's fighting Governor. 
Five years later she died, shortly after giving birth to their only 
chUd, George Goodwin Dewey. In the succession of appointments 
after the Civil War-with the European squadron, as an instructor 
at Annapolis, as lighthouse inspector, 1n command of the Dolphin 
and the Pensacola-Dewey fulfilled all the routine duties of naval 
life in times of peace with integrity and etllctency. Buying soap 
or tobacco for his men, awarding contracts, and bullding up an 
Inferior Navy to the point where it became an emctent fighting 
machine for a great Natron took the greater part of his life, and 
these duties were an ultimate test of his devotion to the naval 
service. On May 23, 1896, he was promoted from captain to com
modore, but continued president of the board ot inspection and 
survey until a fleet was ready for him. 

• • • • • • • 
There was a general expectation of war with Spain . . The Navy 

had prepared for action. The first thing Dewey did was to change 
his base from Japanese to Chinese waters. Upon his arrival at 
Hong Kong he learned that the day before, February 15, 1898, the 
battleship Maine had gone down, with a loss of 266 of her crew. 
Newspapers in the United States were printed in red ink. The war 
feeling ran high. The Orient became very near, and its glamor 
moved men and women almost as much as the tyranny of Spain. 
When Dewey's fleet went into action in Manila Bay the slogan was, 
"Remember the Maine." 

But Dewey bad a Job on his hands. Sentiment was not enough. 
He proceeded, when neutrality was observed by China, to move 
down to Mirs Bay. He bought supply ships and all the coal he 
could get. Yet when he moved on toward the Philippines there 
was only 60 percent of the war strength of supplies in his fleet and 
he was 7,000 mlles from home. The · British were enthusiastic; 
the Germans were truculent. The Kaiser wanted the Philippines, 
and it t6ok great tact, as well as manly determination, to keep 
the Germans in their place. After the Battle of Manila Bay 
Dewey nearly had another war on his hands; in fact he offered lt 
to the flag lieutenant of the German Fleet upon 5 minutes' notice. 
They took the hint and observed the embargo. 

• • • • -. • • 
On March S, 1899, George Dewey became the first admiral of the 

United States Navy. The whole world rejoiced. When Admiral 
George Dewey came to the new Norw1ch in Northfield, Vt., the best 
orators of the day extolled his achievements, and everywhere great 
crowds wedged in close to the stand on which the national hero 
listened to the flowery oratory of the day. In his autobiography, 
we catch a glimpse which makes us understand the triumphal 
arch erected for him: 

"Dewey arches, Dewey flags, and 'Welcome Dewey' in electric 
llghts on the span of Brooklyn Bridge! The great city of New 
York made holiday. Its crowds banked the piers, the roofs, and 
Riverside Drive when the Olympia, leading the North Atlantic 
Squadron, which won Santiago, proceeded up the North River, and 
they packed the streets for the land parade in token of public 
emotion, while the gold loving cup which came to me with the 
freedom of the city expressed th~ municipality's official tribute. In 
the presence of this spectacle, which was without equal, my emo
tion was indescribable. I was no less deeply affected when I ~ 
on the steps of the statehouse at Montpelier with the grounds 

filled with Vermont 'home folks,' and· when on the steps of the 
east front of the capitol I received from the hands of the Presi
dent the sword of honor which Congress voted me." 

Anyone who studies the life of Dewey finds himself an admirer 
of the man--even though he is not prone to hero worship. And 
as we come now to the reversal of popular esteem, which fortu
nately was only temporary, we pity the great man and feel dis· 
esteem for the crowd. After the pageantry was over, and the 
"captains and kings" were silent, Dewey made the tremendous 
mistake of marrying a woman whom he loved-Mrs. Mildred 
(McLean) Hazen, and instead of sell1ng outright the house which 
the public had given him in Washington (as several generals had 
done), he deeded it over to his new wife. At the worst, this is a. 
pardonable error. But he also announced his Presidential can
didacy. American people of his day felt outraged, and Dewey real
ized the permanent truth of the proverb, "Sic transit gloria. 
mundl." But Dewey was stlll indomitable---still every inch a man, 
and a great one. Every day he went to his office in the Navy 
Department, fulfilled his routine duties, and keeping in touch with 
the living science of naval warfare, helped to prepare the Amer
ican people for a realization of the uncertain tenure of all national 
relations, and built up the United states Navy for its part in the 
World War. When he died, on January 16, 1917, President Woodrow 
Wilson said: 

"The whole Nation will mourn the loss of its most distinguished 
naval officer, a man who has been as faithful, as intelligent, and as 
successful in the performance of his responsible duties in time of 
peace as he was gallant and successful in time ot war. It 1s such 
men that give the service distinction, and the Nation a just pride 
in those who serve tt." 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the REcoRD and to include a joint resolution 
adopted by the Legislature of Vermont, an extract from an 
editorial appearing in the Brattleboro Reformer, and ex
cerpts from a review of the career of Admiral Dewey pre
pared by a committee consisting of Professors Webster, 
Howard, Flint, and LI"brarian Moore, of Norwich University. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Vermont? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PLUMLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman knows, because be has 

rendered valuable assistance to me, that I have been trying 
for a number of years to bring to Washington the flagship 
of Admiral Dewey in the Battle of Manila Bay, the cruiser 
Olympia. A bill so providing has passed the House on two 
occasions. Does not the gentleman believe trus is an oppor
tune time to bring that ship here so the people of the 
country who come to Washington may have an opportunity 
to see the cruiser which served as the fiagship of Admiral 
Dewey? 

Mr. PLUMLEY. I agree with the gentleman. 
Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the gentleman. I am positive 

that if this ship was tied up at the navy yard where the old 
Mayflower docked, until a suitable permanent home could 
be found for it; it would be visited by every person who 
comes to see the Nation's Capital. The ship is in excellent 
condition, the cost of upkeep would be no more than it is at 
the present time, and it could be towed here by a mine 
layer from th~ Philadelphia Navy Yard. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON WILDLIFE CONSERVATION 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provisions of House Res
olution 11, Seventy-fifth Congress, the Chair appoints as a 
member of the Special Committee on Wildlife Conservation 
to fill an existing vacancy thereon the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CoLEJ. 

THE FARM BILL 

Mr. JONES. ·Mr.· Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itseU into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill <H. R. 
8505) to provide for the conservation of national soil re
sources and to provide an adequate and balanced flow of 
agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign com
merce. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill H. R. 8505, with Mr. WARREN 
in the chair. 

_ ne Clerk read the title of the bill 
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, before proceeding to a discussion of the 

general features of this bill, I want for a little time to dis
cuss what is known as the Boileau amendment. My reason 
for doing this is that I believe that however well inten
tioned the amendment may be, if adopted it will make it 
impossible to administer not only this bill but the Soil Con-
servation Act as well. . 

The amendment provides that no land which may be 
taken out of soil-depleting crops under this program may 
be used to produce any soil-conserving or soil-building 
crop for market. The term "for market" is defined to mean 
not only sale but to include the feeding of the crop to live
stock or poultry which is to be sold off the farm. However, 
it can be fed to livestock or poultry to be consumed on the 
farm. This is a condition precedent to payment, and under 
the provisions of the amendment it will be impossible for 
soil-conservation payments to be made until the Comptroller 
General is satisfied that this condition has been met. In 
other words, it puts the burden of proof on the farmer to 
show that he did not sell any of the crop or feed it to live
stock or poultry destined for ·market before he can receive 
payment. Anyone who knows anything of farming opera
tions knows how very difficult it would be for any farmer 
to make such a showing that would be satisfactory to gov
ernmental accounting officials. How is a farmer going to 
segregate his livestock which he is 1p use for home con
sumption and that which he may sell? To make sure that 
this condition was being ·met would require an apny of in
spectors and spies, would require infinite bookkeeping and 
accounting by the fanner, and a degree of regimentation 
never contemplated anywhere·. - · 

Before I discuss the amendment. further, may I call at
tention to the fact that, despite all that has been said con
cerning the plight of the dairy industry, it is and has been 
throughout all the years conSiderably better off than any 
other branch of agriculture. . It has not been helped in the 
same way some other branches of agriculture have been 
helped under recent legislation. · It has not been nece~ary 

' to furnish this help because, fortunately, we hav_e been able 
to afford dairy products ample protection under our tariff 
system. . . 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HOPE. I prefer not to yield now. I shall be pleased 
to yield a little later when I have completed my discussion 
of this subject. 

We have tariffs on dairy products which are in effeet pro
hibitive. The imports of butter in an ordinary year are 
considerably less than 1 percent of our total consumption. 
While the percentage of cheese imports will run higher than 
that, such imports are mostly of classes and grades of 
cheese which we do not produce in this country. 

The same thing is true, of course, of other dairy products, 
such as fresh milk and cream, ice cream, and other manu
factured dairy products. All of them are· protected by high 
and practically prohibitive tariff rates . . While it is hard to 
compute in dollars and cents how much of a subsidy the 
dairy industry receives as a result of this tariff protection, 
yet I think it is only fair to say it receives substantially the 
difference between the price of comparable dairy products 
in other countries and the price in this country. · 

If you will check up . on the . price of butter in Australia, 
New Zealand, Denmark, and other butter-producing coun-

. tries and the price in this country you Win find the tariff 
on butter is always partially and .at times almost entirely 
effective. During the year 1936 wholesale butter prices in 
New York and other important markets averaged about 12% 
cents per pound over Copenhagen and 11 cents over New 
Zealand. However, assuming that it was effective to the ex
tent of only 10 cents a pound, the American consumer paid 
the dairy producer a subsidy of approximately $210,000,000 
last year on our total production of approximately 2,100,000,-
000 pounds of butter. Of course, our production of creamery 
butter is not that large, but at that rate on creamery butter 
alone it would amount to $162,000,000 per year. In some . 

years the difference in American and foreign prices is .not so 
much as in 1936, but during the last 10 years the difference 
has never been less than 5 cents per pound and has averaged 
around 9 or 10. 

We have a tariff of 7 cents a pound on cheese of the type 
known as American cheese. Cheddar cheese, of which we 
produce almost . 500,000,000 pounds per year. If we assume 
the tariff is effective to the extent of only 5 cents a pound 
in price enhancement, this represents approximately $25,000,-
000 a year in the way of a subsidy to the producers of this 
particular product. 

Therefore it is hardly fair for the producers of dairy prod-
. ucts to say other crops and other producers are receiving 
a subsidy and they are receiving none, because they are 
receiving the most effective subsidy which can be given to any 
producers through the tariff benefits they receive. 

Furthermore, dairy products have been given a class of 
protection through legislation received by no other agricUl
tural product. We have legislated against substitutes for 
dairy products. We have our oleomargarine laws, which not 
only impose a tax upon production but apply strict licensing 
requirements upon dealers, manufacturers, and wholesalers. 
A number of other restrictions are imposed which have the 
effect of hurting the sale of oleomargarine and encouraging 
the sale of butter. We have no othe~ agricultural product 
which is -proteCted iii-the saine way; but if we had legisla
tion placing restrictions upon the sale of rayon in order to 
protect the cotton industry, we would haye something_similar; 
or if we had ·legislation to restrict the use of rye in· order 
to protect the wheat producer, "we would have the same idea; 

. or... if we had legislation to restrict the use of pecans in order 
to protect the peanut producer, we would be doing the sanie 
thing for the peanut producer we are doing for the dairyman. 
Dairy products ·are the only agricultural products which have 
been protected in this way. You cannot compute this-in dol
lars and cents, perhaps, but it is a subsidy which is being paid 
by the American consumer to the dairy producer. 

Then we have, in the case of fresh milk and cream, a 
sanitary embargo prohibiting the iniportation of those prod
ucts into this country unless they meet certain sanitary 
requirements, which we do not have in the case of most 
agricultural products. 

In addition to this, generous appropriations have been 
made by Congress over a period of years for the eradica
tion ·of bovine tuberculosis. Since 1917 we have appro
priated and spent over $92,000,000 for this purpose, and the 
States and counties have appropriated and spent $i 72,000,-
000 in addition. 

For the eradication of Bangs disease the Federal Govern
ment had spent up to June 30 last, over $38,000,000 and the 
States and counties had spent over $2,000,000: · 

Purchases of dairy products by the Surplus Commodities 
Corporation for relief since July 1, 1933, have totaled· $28,-
000,000, and, of course, the dairy farmer under the soil-con
servation program is being paid on the same basis as every 

· other farmer for his acreage devoted to soil-conserving crops. 
Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mf. HOPE. ~ yield. · _ : · 

·Mr . . BOILEAU. The gentleman . has mentioned the 
· amount of money that has been spent in- aid of the dairy 
industry and . has included· many health meast.ires. Has the 
gentleman the figures as to the amount of money spent 
under the old' Farm Board and under the Agricultural Ad
justment Act, as weir as the other ·acts, for the benefit of 

· wheat and cotton? · 
Mr. HOPE. ·No; but they have been considerable-
Mr. BOILEAU. Has there not been spent $10 for wheat 

and cotton for every $1 spent for the dairy industry in the 
last few years? 

Mr. HOPE. No; I do not think that is a correct state
ment. There has been a great deal spent for wheat ~nd 
cotton, but the point I am making is that the dairy farmer 
is subsidized through a tariff--· 

Mr. BOILEAU. And we have a tariff on every other farm 
product. 
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Mr. HOPE. You cannot sUbsidize "the surplU.s producer ' 

through a tarur, because his prices are fixed on the world 
market. 

Mr. BOILEAU. And if you put us on a surplus basis, then 
the tariff will not be effective in our behalf either and we Will 
be in the same position as the .wheat and cotton producerS. 

Mr. HOPE. I agree with the gentleman, but I am going 
to point out that there is no possible chance of putting you 
on the basis of surplus production under the terms of this 
act. The able gentleman from Wisconsin on various occa· 
sions has made the same speech he made yesterday, in 
which he pointed out what he sincerely felt was a danger 
to the dairY industry, in that he felt there would be an in
crease in dairying in the Wheat and Cotton Belts.· The gen. 
tleman has been making these speeches, as I sa$, ever since 
the original Agricultural Adjustment Act was passed, and 
it would seem that 4: years having elapsed since that time, 
if his fears have any basis, there ought to be something con
crete and tangible in the way of proof. Yet if you will 
examine the records and the statistics of the Department of 
Agriculture, you will find there is no basis for his fears. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. HOPE. I would prefer to yield a httle later. _ 
Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman has made a statement 

which I do not think is borne out by the facts, and if the 
gentleman will permit I would like to reply to that state
ment. 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. BOILEAU. I showed yesterday very clearly, from 

the statistics of the Department of Agriculture, that the cow 
population of the South has increased in the last few years, 
from 1932, as against 1937, and have also shown that the 
increase in the production of manufactured dairY products, 
particularly cheese, has been tremendous, and the figures 
which I quoted yesterday in my remarks, I think are abso· 
lutely convincing on that point. 

Mr. HOPE. I hope to be able to convince t.he gentleman, 
as well as other Members of the House, by some figures I 
am going to quote that the gentleman from Wisconsin is in 
error. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin in the figures which he 
used yesterday, used the year 1932 as a base, and he pointed 
out that there was a small increase in the number of dairy 
cattle in the South in 1937, as compared with 1932. But 
we did not have any production program in etiect in 1932. 
There was no program of any· kind in etiect in 1932, and if 
the gentleman had gone back to 1930 and 1931 he could have 
shown a far greater increase in 1937 over those years than he 
showed over 1932, because there was a constant increase in 
the number of dairy cattle in the South, and in some other 
parts of the country, from 1930 up to 1934 and in some states 
until 1935. The greatest increase took place before any of 
these agricultural programs were put into etiect, and while it 
will take a little time, I want to call attention to the general 
summarized figures for the South, showing that this in
crease began before 1933, although it did continue into 1934 
and 1935, but since that time it has gone the other way. All 
of the :figures to which I call your attention being from the 
Department of Agriculture publication Agricultural Statis
tics for 1937. 

I will tell you why we had an increase in dairying in 
the South, and in the West, in 1930, 1931, and 1932. It 
was because the cotton and wheat farmers were not able to 
make a living growing cotton and wheat and they resorted 
to dairying, as they always do under such circumstances. 
The reason we have had a decline in dairying since that time 
in those areas is because under these programs wheat and 
cotton production have been made more profitable, and 
farmers have stopped milking cows. These· figures cannot 
be interpreted to show anything else. · 

In 1933---the first year these programs went into effect
in the South Atlantic section-which is the area including 
Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida-there were 1,921,000 
dairy cows and heifers 2 years old and over. In 1937 there 

were 1,94.5,000: or an increase in thai particular area of 24,000 
dairy cows and heifers over 2 years old. 

In the South Central area, which takes in the rest of the 
South, there were, in 1933, 5,081,000 dairy cattle and in 1937 
there were 4,982,000, so that there was in that area a consid· 
erable decrease. In the entire South, and that takes in all 
the territory south of the Ohio River, and Mason and Dixon's 
line, there was a decrease in dairy cattle in those 4 years that 
these programs have been in existence of seventy-five-thou
sand-odd dairy cattle 2 years old and over. The major part 
of that decrease has taken place in the last 2 years. If I can 
have your attention for just a little bit longer, I call attention 
to the fact that in the South Atlantic section there were 1,678· 
000 dairy cattle over 2 years old, and in 1933, the first year 
these programs went into etiect, the number was 1,921,000, 
or an increase of almost 250,000 in those 3 years. As I pointed 
out, since 1933 in that particular area there has been an in· 
crease of only 21,000. In the South Central area in 1930 

· there were 4:,259,000 dairy cattle, and in 1933 the number 
had increased to 5,081,000, or over 800,000 head, in those 3 

· years before there was any program, and when the cotton 
farmer was receiving very low prices. It seems to me that 

· if these figures prove anything they prove that farmers go 
into dairying when diminishing returns from cash crops 

· make it imperative for them to seek some other source of in· 
come and that when their cash-crop income increases, they 

· go out of ·dairying, I have given you figures only for dairy 
cattle 2 years old and older. but I call attention also to the 

· figures on dairy cattle between 1 and 2 years of age, which 
show that in the entire South, between 1933 and 1937, there 

-was a decrease of 60,000 head. That is significant because it 
shows they are n9t increasing, because if they were there 
would be a larger proportion of younger cattle. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. In a moment. Of dairy calves under 1 year 

there was a decrease of 164,000 head during that time, show· 
ing they are not bUilding up their herds; they are letting 
them go dowri. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. I would say to the gentleman from Kan· 
sas that in my section of Mississippi there are literally 

· thousands of Jersey heifers shipped to Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
and New York every year. It is going on every week. That 
is one thing that has reduced the dairy heifers in our sec· 
tion of the country. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. Yes. 
Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman just quoted figures show· 

ing a reduction in dairy cows. Was that .in the last few 
years? 

Mr. HOPE. 1933 to 1937, during the time those programs 
have been in effect. 

· Mr. BOILEAU. So that now there is considerably less 
than in 1933? 

Mr. HOPE. Yes. 
Mr. BOILEAU. The . gentleman has used that for the 

conclusion he makes that when cotton and wheat farmers 
are prosperous, they go out of business so far as dairying is 
concerned. Are they so prosperous now in cotton and wheat 
that that is the reason why they have stopped their dairy 
production? 

Mr. HOPE. I think everyone is aware of the fact that 
the cotton and wheat farmers have had better incomes dur
ing the last 4: years than in the 3 years preceding. 

Mr. BOILEAU. But the gentleman used the figures 1937. 
Mr. HOPE. Yes. 
Mr. BOILEAU. As a point showing the di1Ierence. It 

seems to me the gentleman's argument is fallacious in the 
fact that now you have a low price for cotton and wheat 
and still the gentleman claims not· to have an increase 

· presently in dairy products. 
Mr. HOPE. Of course, the gentleman knows that it takes 

a little while to build up a dairy herd. It is not done over
night. Low prices, if they continue, will be reflected during 
the next 2 or 3 years in an increase of dairy cattle. They 
will not be re:ftected instantaneously, of course. The drop 
in both cotton and wheat prices has taken place only in the 
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. last few months. The figures which I gave on cattle were 

for January 1, 1937, when prices were much better than now. 
Mr. BOILEAU. Then, the gentleman should not have 

used 1933; he should have used the year before the program 
went into effect. 

Mr. HOPE. I used the figures for January 1, 1933. There 
was an increase unti11934 and 1935, being a continuation of 
the trend begun in previous years. If the gentleman would 
rather have those figures, I shall be glad to put them in the 
RECORD. 

The year 1933 being the year in which these programs 
went into effect, I thought that was the proper year to use 
for the purpose of making a comparison. Any increase on ac
count of farm programs would have to take place after 
January 1, 1933, which is the date upon which my figures 

. are based. 
Mr. BOILEAU. The only reason I used 1932 in my figures 

yesterday was because that was the year before the programs 
went into effect, and I thought that was the proper basis, 
and I used the last year for which the figures were available. 

Mr. HOPE. I do not question the integrity of the gentle
man's figures or his conclusions. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate that, but I simply wanted to 
explain the reason why I used this particular year. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. Briefly; yes. 
Mr. LORD. According to the statement of the gentleman 

from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], the re~son that the dairies 
have decreased in the South is because they are making a 
business of raising them and shipping them north~ 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. Yes; I yield briefly. 
Mr. RANKIN. I will say to the gentleman from New 

York [Mr. LoRD] that I would appreciate it very much if 
those New York dairymen would quit coming down there 
and taking away our Jersey heifers, so that we could in-
crease our dairy production. . 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to yield further. 
Mr. RANKIN. Ours are free from tuberculosis. 
Mr. LORD. And so are ours. 
Mr. RANKIN. Yes; because you bought them in Missis

sippi. [Laughter.] 
Mr. HOPE. I also want to _point out one other fact in 

connection with this discussion as to the status of the dairy 
industry as compared with other branches of agriculture 
by calling attention to the index numbers of farm prices 
for the month of October, as shown in the Department of 
Agriculture publication, The Agricultural Situation, for 
October. 

I call your attention to this fact: That for the month of 
October the index price on grains was 93; on cotton it 
was 67; on dairy products, 128; on the average of all 
products, 112. 

I also desire to call your attention to the fact that in 1932 
approximately that relationship existed, because in that 
year the index number for grains was 44. The index num
ber for cotton was 47; for dairy products it was 83. I might 
say that most of the time between those two dates the index 
number for dairy products has been higher than for other 
commodities. There have been some shifts back and forth, 
but taking it by and large the dairY index has been much 
higher. 

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. SAUTHOFF. Have you any tables that show the cost 

of production in the different commodities? 
Mr. HOPE. No; I have not gone into that phase of the 

matter. 
Mr. SAUTHOFF. That is the meat of the coconut. 
I\fr. HOPE. The meat of the coconut, as far as my dis

cussion is concerned, is the relative price levels that have 
prevailed since 1932, as far as the dairy industry and other 
branches of agriculture are concerned. I want the gentle
man to understand that I do not contend the dairy industry 

LXXXII--41 

· fs getting all it should, or that dairy farmers are becoming 
rich, or anything like that, but my contention is that as 
compared with farmers engaged in other branches of agri
culture, dairy farmers are relatively well off. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield right there? 

Mr. HOPE. Briefiy; yes. 
Mr. MICHENER. If what the gentleman says is true, and 

it is true, that dairy has not been as hard hit as other indus
tries, and we are passing legislation to help these other agri
cultural industries, and there is something in this legislation 
that will take 40,000,000 of land out of production of these 
other commodities and place it in production of dairy com
modities, then do we not face a real injury or crisis, as far 
as the present prosperity of dairy is concerned? 

Mr. HOPE. I do not think so. That has not been hap
pening during the past 4 years when we have been taking 
land out of production, and there is no reason for believing 
it is going to happen to any greater extent during the next 
4 years. 

Mr. MICHENER. But the gentleman says the plan will 
not work. It will not work because the people in the South 
will not comply with it unless they are permitted to grow 
these soil-conservation crops and to use those crops for 
dairY products. 

Mr. HOPE. I believe the gentleman is misinformed as to 
what will be done under the soil-conservation program. I 
have in my office a copy of the 1938 soil-conservation pro
gram, that is, an outline of it. There are six mimeographed 
pages in that outline of practices which are considered as 
soil conserving. Many other practices than the planting of 
grasses and legumes are permitted. You can use fertilizer on 
your land, you can lime it, you can plant trees or 
shrubs, you can do strip planting, you can control weeds, you 
can restore wood lots by nongrazing, you can practice contour 
farming, you can construct terraces. In fact, there are 44 
different soil-building practices listed for which payments 
may be made. Some grasses and legumes will be planted, of 
course, but there are many other practices by which these 
soil-conserving payments may be earned. 

Mr. BOILEAU. In 1936 the program was practically all 
·grasses. 

Mr. HOPE. I am talking about 1938. I do not care, how
ever, to take up any more time on a discussion of this par
ticular phase of the matter, and I would not do so now had 
not the issue been raised. I want it distinctly understood 
that what I have said has not been with any feeling of ani
mus toward the dairy industry or those engaged in it, because 
I have supported practically all legislation that has been 
brought here on this floor for the dairY industry. I want to 
see the dairy industry prosper and I want to see all agricul
ture balanced as far as possible. I regret that we cannot 
afford other agricultural commodities the same type of pro
tection that we can the dairy industry. This brings me to 
the thought that I want to elaborate upon now as a reason 
why we must have some legislation along the line of this bill 
if we are to maintain the proper balance between agricul
tural producers. I agree, if we are going to have 5-cent cotton 
and 35:.. or 40-cent wheat again, it is going to disturb the bal
ance between dairying and other industries, but not in the 
way that the gentleman from Wisconsin and other spokesmen 
for the dairy industry think it is. It is going to do the same 
·thing that it did back in 1930, 1931, and 1932, it is going to 
increase the number of dairy cows in the South and in the 
Wheat Belt, because farmers are going to have to go into the 
production of dairy products in order to eke out their income. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas has con
sumed 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, now getting to the bill itself, let me make 
my position plain by saying that I have always favored 
a voluntary type of program. I want to see a voluntary 
program continued; and that, in the main, is the purport 
of the program that is contained in the House bill. I 
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dislike the necessity for any sort .of an agricultural pro
gram, but here is the situation that confronts the pro
ducers of surplus comm,odities: They are living in a coun
try where almost every other industry is on a subsidized 
basis in one form or another. l . am referring now par
ticularly to the producers of wheat and cotton. It is true 
there is a tariff on wheat of 42 cents a bushel, yet today 
it might just as . well be 10 cents a bushel or $1 a bushel, 
because we are on a world basis and our prices are· on 
that basis. As far as wheat is concerned we are not going 
to get any benefit from the tariff except occasionally for 
certain types and grades of wheat or when crop failures 
reduce our surplus. 

· Mr. LEAVY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. Very briefly, for a question . . 
Mr. LEAVY. If we are on a world basis on the price 

of wheat, why is it that today and for the last 30 days 
wheat in Winnipeg has been selling for from 15 to 30 cents 
a bushel over wheat in Minneapolis? I ask purely for 
information, because tariffs could not be responsible for 
that situation. 

Mr. HOPE. That is a question that has puzzled me very 
much, because, ordinarily, when we are on a world basis 
there is a differential of from 15 to 20 cents per bushel 
between Chicago and Liverpool. Today there is about 35 
cents difference between Chicago, Kansas City, and Liver
pool. During the years from 1924 to 1929 wheat moved 
into world trade with a difference of 15 cents in . price be
tween Chicago and Liverpool, but it is not moving today 
except in small quantities, and I cannot tell the gentleman 
the answer to that, except that it proves very conclusively 
that price alone is not the factor that keeps us from get
ting into the world market. It indicates to me a very 
discouraging picture as to our ability to get into the world 
market as far as wheat is concerned. I am sorry I cannot 
answer the gentleman's question. . 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. Briefly. 
Mr. PIERCE. Seven cents might be accounted for by the 

tariff against our wheat in favor of Canadian wheat on the 
English market. 

Mr. HOPE. That is true; we pay a tariff in England, 
whereas the British possessions do not. That does not 
account for all of it. 

Mr. PIERCE. It accounts for part of it, at least. 
Mr. HOPE. The same situation, of course, exists with 

reference to cotton. That is, the price is fixed on the world 
market. There is no tartlf on cotton, and it would not make 
any difference, of course, if there were. So if we are going 
to get the producers of wheat and cotton on some sort of 
level with other producers in agriculture and industry who 
have tariff protection or benefit of a price level which is 
subsidized at least by the consumer, then it seems to me we 
might just as well face the facts and go at the matter in 
the simplest way, which is to provide a subsidy out of the 
Federal Treasury, if necessary, for the producers of these 
crops and give them the same basis upon which to operate 
that other producers have. 

My idea is that the only fair and satisfactory solution 
of this problem is to put the producer of surplus crops 
upon a subsidy basis. 

I would, as far as possible, raise the revenue for that pur
pose through a processing tax. That is the most logical 
way to do it. The justification for a subsidy is that the 
producer is receiving less for wheat and cotton than he 
should. That means the consumer is paying less than he 
should. The simplest way is to put on a processing tax and 
let the consumer pay what he ought to pay. However, I 
do not see any possibility at this time for an approach to 
the problem in that way. The Committee on Agriculture 
has refused to include a processing tax in this bill, and I 
doubt very much whether the Ways and Means Committee 
will look kindly upon the imposition of such a tax. 

The bill that we have under consideration at this time 
does not specifically make provision for any benefit pay
ments except such as are made under the Soil Conservation 

Act. Every commodity, the producers of which come under 
that act and all of them can come under it, is eligible to 
receive those benefit payments. Before we enact a perma
nent program as far as surplus crops are concerned I think 
it will be necessary to provide some other basis of benefit 
payments. I believe the processing tax offers the most logi
cal way of approaching the problem. That is out of the 
question, as .far as this bill is concerned, but I mention the 
matter now because I sincerely feel that no satisfactory and 
lasting program for surplus crops can be worked out which 
does not include reasonable benefit payments financed by a 
tax on the processing of the commodity the producers of 
which are benefited. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. LUCAS. There has been an unusual amount of mis

information through a hostile press with reference to the 
cost of this bill. Will the gentleman explain just briefly his 
understanding of that? 

Mr. HOPE. As I stated a moment ago, there is no pro
vision in this bill for payments to producers except such as 
are made under the Soil Conservation Act. There is a blan
ket provision near the end of the bill which authorizes the 
appropriation of such further sums as the Congress may 
decide to appropriate in addition to the amounts authorized 
to be appropriated by the Soil Conservation Act; but those 
payments, if made, would have to be made under the soil
conservation program. There is nothing in this bill that sets 
up any d!fferent basis for payment. The blanket provision 
in section 421 of the bill simply authorizes the Appropriations 
Committee to bring in a bill appropriating such sums above 
the $500,000,000 already provided for under the Soil Conser
vation Act as it may see fit, such additional sums to be used 
in. making additional soil-conservation payments. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. LUCAS. Under this bill $500,000,000 is all that is 

authorized, and those are all the funds that would be allo
cated for all basic commodities. 

Mr. HOPE. Except for this blanket provision near the end 
of the bill, to which I have just referred. 

Mr. LUCAS. Following the blanket provision, however, 
the Congress would have to appropriate more money than 
the $500,000,000? 

Mr. TOBEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman from New Hamp

shire. 
Mr. TOBEY. The gentleman from Illinois speaks about 

the cost of this bill. Is he in hearty sympathy with the 
President when he made the statement about 2 weeks ago 
that Congress must designate the sources of the funds if this 
legislation is passed? · 

Mr. LUCAS. I am in sympathy with what the soil-con
servation program provides and I believe I have made my 
position clear on that. I think the $500,000,000 is a suffi
cient amount for farm relief legislation at this time. 

Mr. TOBEY. But·if it exceeds $500,000,000, then we ought 
to designate it in the bill? 

Mr.- LUCAS. We ought to designate it in the bill if we 
are to spend any more money. 
· Mr. NELSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri: 
Mr. NELSON. · Referring to the money that may be avail

able, if I remember correctly, we have remaining under the 
old section 32 about $9,000,000 for this ·year, with the pros
pect of about $65,000,000 in unallocated funds for next year. 
Is that correct? 
. Mr. HOPE. Yes; that is my understanding. I may say 

we have never spent as much as $500,000,000 under the soil
conservation program. In 1936 we spent $397,000,000 out of 
an appropriated $500,000,000. The last Congress appropri
ated $440,000,000 rather than $500,000,000, so that is the 
limit that may be spent this year. 

I sincerely hope that this Congress will appropriate the 
full $500,000,000 and that that amount may be expended, 
but I say -very frankly I do not have any hope or expectation 
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there will be more than that amount expended on this 
program during the coming year. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman from Dlinms. 
Mr. LUCAS. If the full amount of $500,000,000 authorized 

in the appropriation were actually appropriated and given 
to the farmers as benefit payments, the increased payments 
to their benefit would be approximately 15 percem over what 
they received last year; is that not true? 

Mr. HOPE. I think that is correct. 
Mr. NELSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
Mr.-NELSON. This year, as I recall, there was spent not 

$500,000,000 but $397,000,000. 
Mr. HOPE. Yes. That is for 1936. 
Mr. NELSON. So that actually we would have $103,000.000 

more if we were able to get the $501>,000,000? 
Mr. HOPE. Yes. The most controversial point in this 

bill, of course, is the provision for the imposition of market
ing quotas under certain conditions; and that, I think, every 
member of the committee will concede represents a compro
mise of the various conflicting viewpoints which existed not 
only in the committee but among farm organizations and 
among the farmers themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill was written by the Committee on 
Agriculture. It was not written by any farm organization; 
it was not written by the Department of Agriculture. It 
was all written in the committee room. 

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. MICHENER. Which member of the committee was 

the mathematician who figured all of this out? 
Mr. HOPE. I may say to the gentleman frQm Michigan 

we have a number of good mathemati.cians on the Agricul
tural Committee. If the other Members of Congress are not 
as good mathematicians and cannot understand this bill, I 
am sure some member of the committee who is a good 
mathematician will be glad to expound further. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I Yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 
Mr. MILLS. Did any Members of the House appear be

fore the Committee on Agriculture? 
Mr. HOPE. There were some Members, as I recall it. who 

appeared last summer when we were holding hearings. 
There have been some since the committee met on October 27. 

References have been made during this discussion to the 
attitude of the various farm organizations on this legislation. 
I think I am justified in saying that this bill does not fully 
meet the views of any of the major farm organizations. The 
views of these organizations and the views of farmers gen
erally are so much in conflict that it is impossible to write 
a bill which will meet the views of all the major farm organ-
izations. _ 

Beginning last January, a number of conferences were 
held by representatives of all the leading form organizations 
in which efforts were made to get together on permanent 
farm legislation. These conferences continued for several 
months without any agreement being reached, and the gen
eral opinion seemed to be that the differences in opinion 
were irreconcilable. Finally in May, the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, one of the groups which had partici
pated in the conferences, prepared its own bill, which in sub
stantially its original form was introduced in the House by 
Mr. FLANNAGAN, of Virginia, and in the Senate by Senators 
McGILL and PoPE. The House committee conducted hear
ings on the Flannagan bill and on the general subject of 
farm legislation during the months of May and June 1937. 
The Secretary of Agriculture appeared before the committee 
at these hearings, and a considerable number of other wit
nesses were heard, both on behalf of the Flannagan bill 
and the Eicher bill, which had the support of at least some 
of the Farmers' Union groups. 

After the conclusion of the hearings and at intervals until 
the adjournment of Congress in August, the committee con
sidered general farm legislation. Upon the adjournment of 

Congress it was understood that the committee would be 
called together previous to the convening of a special session 
or the regular session in January for the purpose of working 
out a bill to be submitted when Congress convened. The 
committee met on October 'Z7, and its members were in 
almost daily session from that date until the time the bill 
was reported. The bill is a committee bill in the sense that 
both its principles and details were worked out entirely in 
the committee. It is necessarily a compromise. The views 
of the various farm organizations have been given consider
ation, but, in view of the fact that the organizations them
selves could not get together on a program, it was obviously 
impossible for the committee to incorporate their conflicting 
views in this measure. Furthermore, it is the business of 
Congress and not the farm organizations to draft legislation, 
although the Committee on Agriculture has always appre
ciated the suggestions of farm organizations and has given 
them careful consideration. 

Doubtless, there are some parts of this bill which meet 
the views of all of the farm groups. The principal point 
of disagreement among the farm groups seems to be on 
the question of the imposition of marketing quotas. On this 
point the American Farm Bureau Federation has expressed 
itself in disagreement with the House bill, because it does not 
go as far as that group would like in opposing rigid market
ing restri~tions. On the other hand, the National Grange is 
apparently opposed to any provisions for marketing quo'tas. 
The Farmers' Union has not. to my knowledge, expressed any 
views on the pending bill. The National Cooperative Council 
has sent all the Members of the House and Senate a letter 
in which, as the representative of the major cooperative 
groups of the country, it calls attention to a statement made 
by the executive committee of the council on two important 
points summarized as follows: 

First. Opposition to compulsory production control. The 
Government's efforts should be in the direction of encourag
ing voluntary acreage adjustment and of developing a system 
for dealing with surpluses after they are produced. 

Second. Opposition to prire-pegging loans above market 
prices. Such loans accumulate surpluses and prevent their 
movement into the channels of domestic and foreign trade. 
Such loans are in fact subsidies, and if subsidies a.re paid, 
they should be paid as some form of cash bounty. 

If my understanding of these two points is correct, I be
lieve the House bill fulfills the requirements which are set 
out therein. The House bill contains no provisions for com
pulsory production control. It does provide for a distribution 
of accumulated surpluses through marketing quotas. The 
features of the bill dealing with acreage control are purely 
voluntary and the marketing quota plan is "a system for 
dealing with surpluses after they are produced." In the 
absence of any more explicit statement from the cooperative 
council as to how it would deal with surpluses after they are 
produced, I take it that we are justified in assuming that the 
council has no objection to the method provided in this bill. 

As to point No. 2, I think the requirements are fully met 
by the House' bill. The loan provisions in the Senate bill 
would undoubtedly peg prices above the market. It would 
be possible to make loans for price-pegging purposes under 
the House bill, but inasmuch as no provision is made for 
mandatory loans, whatever mistakes that would be made 
along that line would be purely that of administration. 

As I have already stated, the House bill is frankly a com
promise, as is the case with most legislation. I am sure no 
member of the committee claims it is a perfect bill. Possibly 
no single member of the committee is in accord with all its 
provisions. There are a number of things about it that I do 
not like, nevertheless, I feel that it is a constructive and help
ful measure and one which deserves the support of all Mem
bers of the House who are interested in a broad national pro
gram for agriculture. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I will yield to the gentleman, but I must decline 
to yield hereafter because I want to make a connected state
ment. 
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Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. It was pointed out on the 

floor of the House yesterday that the packing industry is the 
second largest industry in the United States. I am impressed 
with the gentleman's argument. As a member of the com
mittee, does the gentleman find any protection given to the 
livestock industry in this country? Does the gentleman find 
any protection given in this bill to the beef, the mutton, the 
sheep, and the wool producers? 

Mr. HOPE. The provisions of this bill do not deal directly 
with the livestock industry, of course, except as they do so 

· through the provisions which apply to corn, which is princi
pally a livestock feed. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Is it not a fact that the 
higher the price of corn is raised the cheaper the feeder class 
of cattle must be sold upon the market? 

Mr. HOPE. I think the gentleman's statement is true up to 
a certain point. I believe you can yet the price of corn too 
high, so high it will depress the price of feeder cattle. It 
depends largely, however, both as to cattle and bogs, upon 
the relationship between the price of the finished product and 
the price of corn. There is no question about that. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 additional 

minutes, and I should like to proceed without interruption. 
I believe the gentleman from Montana is undoubtedly 

right, and this brings me to one of the points in this bill 
which I want to emphasize. 

I do not believe there is anything in this bill which is 
going to injure the livestock producer. In the Senate bill, 
however, particularly as it applies to corn, you have a situa
tion where marketing quotas go into effect on corn very 
shortly after we have a normal supply; so if we have a supply 
of something like 2,500,000,000 bushels of corn-! have for
gotten the exact figures-under the Senate bill the marketing 
quotas will apply. It is the purpose and intent of that bill 

· to maintain parity prices for corn through the making of 
loans, the making of benefit payments, and the control of 
marketing; I believe under the Senate bill the cattle in
dustry, in which the gentleman from Montana is interested, 
will be placed very much at a disadvantage. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Sheep also. 
Mr. HOPE. Livestock generally, I will say. However, un

der the House bill we do not resort to marketing quotas until 
· the supply of corn comes up to approximately 2,900,000,000 
bushels. 

I do not believe there will be any danger to the livestock 
industry when the marketing quotas apply at such a high 
point of supply. We do provide for loans, however, which 
I believe will have the effect of stabilizing the price. After 
all, a stable price for corn and other feeds is a great ad
vantage to the livestock industry. 

I feel that under the Senate bill the corn producer, as well 
as the livestock man, is in danger of being severely penalized, 
because if you attempt to maintain the price of corn at a 
price which is out of line with the price of other feeds you 
will immediately run into the question of substitutes. Any 
attempt to enforce a program on corn, like the one which 
is contained in the Senate bill, can have only one of two 

. results. Either the program will break down entirely or 
you will have to put every kind of livestock feed on a quota 
basis. I do not see how you can reach any other conclusion, 
because all feeds are in competition. If you get the price 
of corn up to a point where it is out of line with the price 
of oats, barley, wheat, rye, or the grain sorghums, you are 
then going to have shifts to those commodities. The result 
will be that the program will break down unless you put 
those commodities under the same kind of restriction. 

I do not believe this will happen under the House bill. I 
think we provide in our bill for a moderate sort of control 
which will come into effect only when the surplus reaches the 
point at which fa1·mers themselves will demand that some 
action be taken. · 

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I prefe~ not to yi~ld j~ now. 

I believe the s&me is true as far as wheat is concerned. 
Wheat quotas cannot go into effect until we reach a supply 
of 1,027,000,000 bushels. When we get that large a supply 
of wheat in this country we shall have to do something 
about it. 

Under this bill an opportunity is given to the producers to 
decide by a two-thirds vote whether they want their mar
keting quotas to be applied under conditions. Likewise, in 
the bill we make provision for loans on wheat, which will 
have the effect of stabilizing the price, although I do not 
think you can go to the same extent in stabilizing the price 
of wheat as in the case of corn, because wheat is an export 
crop and the world market must be taken into considera
tion. 

This brings me to the subject of cotton. There is a pro
vision in this bill for cotton loans, which I btlieve to be a 
mistake because under the provisions of the bill the mini
mum loan is 55 percent of the parity price, which means a 
loan of over 9 cents on the present basis of parity. 

I believe the future of the cotton industry in this country 
does not lie in too much restriction. There must be some 
restriction under any sort of program, but as I suggested 
a while ago, I think the solution of our difficulties as far as 
cotton is concerned is to recognize frankly that the cotton 
producer cannot produce without a subsidy as long as he 
must buy in a subsidized market. I would not fix any price 
on the crop through loans or otherwise which would prevent 
the crop from moving into the channels of foreign com
merce. If such a price is fixed, eventually we will have to 
pinch the cotton producer down to the basis of domestic 
consumption. I hate to think of, and I hesitate to suggest, 
the readjustments which would have to be made in the South 
if that were to be done. There was a time when we thought 
the world could not do without American cotton. The great 
expansion of foreign production, however, is reducing the 
demand for American cotton every year. If we adopt a 
policy of keeping our price above world prices our exports 
will continue to decline. If we pinch either the cotton pro
ducer or the wheat producer down to the basis of domestic 
consumption so we can protect them through the tariff, 
then there will have to be a great expansion of the pro
ducers of both into other lines of agriculture like the dairy 
industry or into industrial life. I know that no one inter
ested in cotton has any desire to diminish our export market 
or cut down the supply to the basis of domestic consumption, 
yet it seems to me that result is ineVitable if we continue to 
make loans about the world price. 

we ·know pretty well how much American cotton can be 
absorbed abroad at world prices. We know how much we 
normally consume here. It seems to me the sensible policy 
for cotton is to limit our production to approximately these 
amounts plus an allowance for carry-over, to pay a subsidy 
on that part domestically consumed, and let the remainder 
seek the world market. The subsidy preferably to be 
financed by a processing tax. 

Before concluding I want to mention briefly one of the 
constitutional questions which has been raised here, and that 
is with respect to the referendum. There has been some 
discussion to the effect that the referendum provisions in 
this bill are unconstitutional. 

The courts are at variance on this particular point, but 
the provisions of this bill are drawn in harmony with the 
most recent decision of the court on that question, the deci
sion of the court in the Edwards case in the ninth circuit 
in San Francisco, in which the court held that while there 
were decisions to the effect you could not delegate legis
lative power to a group of farmers or any other group, never
theless it was permissible to leave the power of negation with 
such groups. In other words, the court held in a case where 
the referendum was almost exactly like the referendum in 
this case, a case which came up under the old Agricultural 
Adjustment Act,_ that the power of negation was not a dele
gation of legislative power. This case undoubtedly will be 
appealed to the Supreme Court of the United States because 
of its very great importance, and before marketing quotas 
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can go into effect there should be a decision of the SUpreme 
Court on this particular question. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield there? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Does the gentleman think 

there is any distinction between the fact that two-thirds 
may put the marketing quotas into effect or that more than 
one-third may negate the marketing quotas? 

Mr. HOPE. That is the view the court took in this par
ticular case-that is, the court held there was a distinction. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman knows 
that the Supreme Court, in the Carter case, decided that 
two-thirds of the coal producers could not conduct a legal 
referendum. 

Mr. HOPE. If the gentleman is familiar with the decision 
in the Edwards case he knows that the court distinguished 
between the two cases. Whether the Supreme Court will 
make a similar distinction or not I do not know, but up to 
this time this one case, which is directly in point, holds there 
is a distincton between the two classes of cases and that 
the power of negaton is not a delegation of legislative power. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. MAPES. Does the gentleman from Kansas agree with 

the statement in the minority report that in view of the 
separability provision of the bill if the referendum is declared 
unconstitutional--

[ Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 additional 

minutes t-o answer this question. 
Mr. MAPES. If the referendum provision is declared un

constitutional, then the bill puts compulsory control into the 
hands of the Secretary of Agriculture? 

Mr. HOPE. I do not know just what interpretation should 
be put on that, but as a practical matter, we have this situa
tion. I take it the question will not be raised until or after a 
referendum has been had, and not until the producers them
selves have voted that marketing quotas may go on. In such 
event if the question were raised and the producers have 
voted that marketing agreements may go on, I would assume 
in that case the whole thing would be declared unconstitu
tional and the marketing quota and all would go out. This 
would be my interpretation. 

Mr. MAPES. Does the gentleman agree with the state
ment in the minority report to which I have referred? 

Mr. HOPE. I am not sure I am entirely familiar with the 
statement to which the gentleman refers. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield to me I can state the proposition. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 additional 

minutes. 
Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, the statement to which I 

refer in the minority report is this: 
Under the separability clause contained in the bill and if the 

·Court would declare the referendum unconstitutional, the Secretary 
could put into effect the compulsory program despite the opposi
tion of the majority of farmers. . In fact, he would be compelled to 
do so under the law. 

Does the gentleman agree with that statement? 
Mr. HOPE. As I said a moment ago, I do not think that 

situation will arise for the reason that the question will not 
be raised unless the farmers have agreed to go along on the 
program. So that if it does go out, it will go out after the 
farmers have agreed. There will be no opportunity for 
the Secretary to put a marketing quota into effect if the 
farmers do not agree to it. If the farmers vote down the 
marketing quota in the referendum, of course, it does not 
go into effect. So I do not believe there is any possibility 
under this act that the Secretary will impose a marketing 
quota upon the producers without their consent. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

:Mr. HOPE. Yes. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Assuming that the 
farmers vote favorably in the referendum and the marketing 
quota goes into effect, and then the Court later on throws 
out the referendum vote, does the marketing quota remain 
in effect if it is not thrown out by the Court? 

Mr. HOPE. I will say to the gentleman that in my opin
ion it would not remain in effect, because as I stated to the 
gentleman from Michigan, I think if the referendum were 
held unconstitutional, the quotas and all would go out. 
However, even if the quotas stayed in, the producers would 
not be affected any differently than otherwise because they 
would have already voted for quotas. As I stated a moment 
ago, as a practical matter I do not think that question is 
ever going to come up. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I Yield to the gentleman from illinois. 
Mr. LUCAS. The gentleman from Kansas has made a 

very interesting discussion of the question of commodity 
loans and I think his philosophy and mine are about the 
same. Am I correct in my understanding that you feel 
there is little or no value in connection with loans on wheat 
and cotton, but there is distinct and indispensable value 
in having loans on corn? 

Mr. HOPE. I think there may be times when loans on 
wheat would be of value, but, generally speaking, I feel that 
you cannot stabilize the price of wheat or cotton in that way 
because their prices are affected so greatly by the ·world 
market. The price of corn is not so affected, and I agree 
with the gentleman's views as to the value of com loans. 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kan
sas has again expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DUNN]. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Kansas 
{Mr. HoPE] not only delivered an interesting address, but 
also a very instructive one. I was mighty glad to have the 
opportunity to listen to the statistics he has given, and I 
am positive if everybody paid attention as I did, they know 
more about the science of agriculture now than they did 
in the past. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my intention to support the bill which 
is now being discussed because, according to the informa
tion I received, if this measure is enacted into law, it will 
greatly benefit the distressed farmers. The people who are 
employed in industrial and other kinds of business estab
lishments cannot prosper without the assistance of the 
farmers and the farmers cannot be successful without the 
assistance of the people who work in our industrial estab
lishments. My friends, those of you who represent the 
farming districts and who believe that the bill which is now 
being considered will be a great benefit to the farmers 
should not hesitate to sign the wage and hour petition 
which is now on the Speaker's desk. The wage and hour 
bill, if enacted into law, will be a great benefit to the people 
who are employed in industrial institutions. The farmer 
and the laboring m!.n must cooperate if they are to have a 
prosperous life. President Roosevelt has, on several occa
sions this year, informed us that one-third of the people in 
the United States are in need of the necessities of life. 
That means about 42,000,000 men, women, and children are 
deprived of those essentials to which every human being is 
justly entitled. We could solve any economical problem if 
we would legislate in behalf of the people who are in need. 
The people who are in need are not only the farmers and 
the men and women who work in our factories, but also 
lawyers, doctors, school teachers, and other professional 
people. I think it is the duty of every Representative to 
assist in the enactment of laws which will eradicate the 
sweatshops, slum districts, child labor, and other social evils 
which are responsible for a great deal of the human misery 
prevailing throughout the land. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, the main objective of the 
special session of Congress is to pass a farm bill, so the 
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farmer can obtain a fair price for his commodities and in
crease his purchasing power. Unless the buying power of the 
farmer is materially raised, many industries of this country 
cannot operate, and furthermore most of our farmers will be 
forced to leave the farms and go on relief. 

We all desire permanent prosperity. This we can never 
have until the farmer is guaranteed in some form a sufficient 
amount for his labor· that will allow him· the necessities of 
life. This will increase the business of all classes, lower 
the living cost of the individual, and will stabilize business 
for all time. 

From the standpoint of relief, it is essential that we help 
the farmer all we can, in view of the fact that the Govern
ment will spend money in other directions with less hope of 
permanent prosperity. 

Everyone knows that farm-relief legislation is necessary 
and that the welfare of approximately 40,000,000 people, 
directly and indirectly engaged in agriculture demands help
ful legislation at this time. 

I hope we can find a way to prevent such low prices now 
and forever for our cotton and some other agricultural 
commodities. 

There are no more able and finer men to be found any
where than those on the Agriculture Committee of the 
House. They have been faithfully working for months on a 
permanent farm bill. The task has been very difficult in 
dealing with more than 200 farm commodities, and I know 
of my own knowledge that they have labored day ahd night 
in order to bring out some helpful legislation for all of our 
farmers. It is very difficult to report any bill which will meet 
with the approval of all the Members of Congress or all of 
our farmers. Farmers growing the same commodities differ 
widely among themselves. 

I prefer a voluntary plan for cotton control, with large 
benefits so attractive that the farmer cannot afford to stay 
out of the plan. Benefits to the cotton farmer should be 
sufficiently large to convince him that he would receive more 
money in this way than he would by not cooperating and 
participating in the plan. I feel that the average farmer, 
knowing that the yield of cotton is more than 18,000,000 
bales this year will see the folly of not reducing and cooperat
ing if he is paid substantial benefits. 

The .uncertainty of the constitutionality of any compul
sory program at this time when cotton is selling for less than 
half the parity price is a chance to take. However, the pres
ent bill carries a very mild compulsory feature. 

The bill provides for the domestic-allotment plan, and 
also the tilled-acreage base is provided for the farmers of 
the respective counties of each State, and the 5 calendar 
years immediately preceding the calendar year in which the 
acreage allotment is determined is substituted for the old 
base period from 1928 to 1932, inclusive. I think it is pref
erable that each individual farm should be allotted its 
quota of acreage to cotton based upon the tilled land upon 
the farms throughout the cotton area. The method of allo
cation of acres and money should be included in the act 
itself, and also as far as possible the method of administra
tion should be included in the act. Nothing should be left 
to rules and regulations that can possibly be definitely set 
up in the act itself. 

Agriculture in a way is the foundation upon which our 
whole economic structure rests. 

The farmers need a Government policy to protect them 
against the cheap-labor products of foreign growing areas 
which already are offering serious competition in the world 
markets. In other words, with Government policy which 
tends to maintain a high price level for industrial products 
by reason of a high tariff wall, the farmers are looking to 
the Government to regulate domestic prices at compensatory 
levels and at the same time provide export bounties for cot
ton shipped to world markets. 

The cotton growers need price protection which will en
able them to sell their cotton in any market and obtain suffi
cient funds to keep them in the necessities of life. There 
are many counties in my district where cotton is the only 

money crop and through its · sale is the only means the 
people have of bringing in goods from our industrial centers. 

It does not seem unreasonable to me to contend that if 
northern and eastern industrial labor is protected from cheap 
foreign labor by a tariff, that the western and southern 
farmers, whose purchasing power is thereby diminished by 
just that amount, should be placed on a parity and bene
fits paid them to offset this disadvantage, thereby allow
ing them to compete with cheap foreign labor engaged in 
the same business that they are. 

I maintain if we are going to have a compulsory program 
in any form that the benefits should be large enough so the 
farmer could readily see his mistake in not cooperating. 

The compulsory program would be much more satisfac
tory for the corn and wheat farmer than for the cotton 
farmer for the reason that corn and wheat are mainly con
sumed in this country and only about one-half of our cotton 
is for domestic use, and besides the cotton farmer has do
mestic competition from rayon, jute, wool, and so forth. 

Many thousands of our people have made suggestions to 
their Congressmen and also to the Agricultural Committees 
of both the House and the Senate relative to cotton benefits 
and control, but whatever legislation is passed we must 
keep in mind maintaining our foreign markets. 

I am afraid under the bill as drawn that we will not 
obtain enough funds ·for necessary benefits, especially to 
the cotton farmer. This bill does not make any provision 
for new funds, and the Secretary of the Treasury was 
quoted in the newspapers some days . ago as saying that 
agricultural funds must be reduced along with road funds to 
balance the Budget. · I cannot understand why he should 
make this statement in view of the fact he well knows 
money will be spent for relief, and from a relief standpoint 
more people will be aided by helping the diStressed farmer 
than any other way. As for the road funds, this is helpful 
to every section of otir country and is a fair and equitable 
distribution to all. 

It has been estimated that 13,500,000 bales of cotton are 
consumed in America and sold to foreign markets annually. 
If 55 percent of this amount is used for domestic consump
tion arid 45 percent for export, that would be 7,425,000 bales 
for American use and 6,075,000 for foreign markets. Now, 
if we pay a subsidy of 3 cents a pound from import duties 
or from the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment funds 
or divide between the two funds, and 4 cents per pound 
from equalization taxes on domestic consumption allot
ment-a total of 7 cents per pound and a total cost of 
domestic consumption of $259,875,000, this would give the 
producer nearer a parity for domestic-consumption cotton, 
and if he should receive 8 cents per pound on cotton sold 
to foreign markets he could realize 12 cents for his total crop. 

Most of us would be very glad to see parity prices for 
the basic farm commodities. The parity price for cotton 
on the 15th of October last was 16¥2 cents per pound. Cot
ton then was selling for around 8 cents per pound. Today 
cotton ·is worth less than this, and unfortunately cotton in 
my section and practically all over the Cotton Belt has 
been damaged in grades in the field due to excessive rains. 
Therefore very little of it grades middling and is not bring
ing over 7 cents :Per pound. The parity price for wheat on 
the 15th of October last was around $1.15 per bushel, and 
the parity price for corn on the same date was about 87 ~ 
cents per bushel. I know it is very difficult to secure parity 
prices for these commodities at once, but I hope we can pass 
a bill which will bring about an approach to parity prices 
on cotton and other basic agricultural commodities. 

Every Member of Congress should be broad enough, and 
I believe the Members are, not only to help the one par
ticular commodity in his section but all the commodities 
in every section of the United States. We have not enough 
Members in Congrrss from the cotton section to pass any 
legislation to aid cotton, the money crop for our particular 
section, nor has any other one commodity group sufficient 
Members to pass legislation for their particular commodity 
and, therefore, it is up to us to help each other when we 
have presented a plausible and good reason for asking for 
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aid for our particular commodity. Cotton is the only money 
crop of my district, but I certainly want to help groups of 
Congressmen who produce other basic commodities when 
their cause is just, fair, and reasonable. · 

The chairman of the House Agriculture Committee made 
it plain that he would not object to amendments perfecting 
the bill in order to carry out the idea of as near parity prices 
as possible if this could be done, and I hope when we begin 
reading the bill for amendments and adoption that we will 
be able to strengthen the bill and obtain the desired relief for 
the distressed farmers. 

The 2,600,000 cotton farmers, at the present price of cot
ton, are receiving smaller income from their commodity 
than the producers of any other commodities. I do not see 
how the small cotton farmer can live on an annual income 
of about $145. 

A day or two before the convening of Congress in special 
session I had the honor of appearing before the House Com
mittee on Agriculture, when I stated that in the Piedmont 
section of my State and throughout the hill section of many 
States of the South a very large number of farmers were 
only making three or four bales of cotton per year and they 
are dependent on cotton for a livelihood, this being their 
only money crop. 

I stated that under the base period between 1928 and 
1932, inclusive, many were not allowed more than five or 
six hundred pounds of lint cotton and are now required to 
reduce this amount 35 percent in order to obtain the parity 
payment, and will receive 3 cents per pound payment on 
only 65 percent of this amount. . 

I also stated that prior to 1921 the Piedmont section 
referred to, in my State and other Southern States, was 
considered a splendid farming section. Many of the farm
ers were in better condition than the average. 

Both farmers and businessmen then were thriving, but 
due to the deflation of 1920, when the price of cottol) fell 
from 40 to 10 cents per pound, and the advent of the boll 
weevil in 1921, and the general depressed condition following 
this period, the cotton production was reduced to about 50 
percent of a normal production. Probably 45 percent of our 
Negro population and 35 percent of our white population left 
th~ farms and moved to towns and cities to seek employ
ment. Therefore, a large part of our farm land became idle 
and very little of the land that was cultivated was planted 
to cotton. 

In 1922 and many years thereafter the farmers who re
mained on the farms in many counties of north Georgia and 
other sections of the South had to cut and sell all of their 
timber on their respective farms in order to obtain the actual 
necessities of life. In other sections of the State and the 
South more cotton was planted. 

After the boll weevil subsided to some extent in 1927 many 
farmers began planting more cotton, but as a whole only a 
small percentage of the normal acreage has been planted to 
cotton since that time. Many counties in north Georgia are 
especially adapted for cotton raising, and this is the only 
money crop that we have now and have had for the past 
hundred years. The first cotton gin in the United States 
was located in one of the counties in my district. Many 
other counties of the Cotton Belt grow other· money crops, 
and some sections of the South have always grown and now 
grow cotton for a profit. I am especially pleading for this 
class of farmers, who should be allowed to grow enough cotton 
to provide a sustenance for themselves and their families. 

In the favored sections of our country some farmers are 
producing large quantities of cotton primarily, of course, for 
a profit, and the large surplus of cotton that depresses the 
market comes mainly from this group producing "profit cot
ton," and the family farming for a living, who contributes 
so little to the surplus, is by far the heaviest sufferer. The 
particular section of the country which I have describ~d has 
not found it profitable to grow other crops as money crops. 

The present bill seeks to correct many of the injustices 
which I have related, and I hope by proper amendment we 
will be able to improve the bill, with resulting benefits to all 
the farmers. [Applause.] · 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MITCHELL]. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman and mem
bers of the Committee, I am glad to serve on the Committee 
on Agriculture in the House and appreciate the good work 
that is being done by this committee in behalf of agricul
ture. The committee has worked long hours and held many 
bearings, listening to testimony submitted to it by those 
interested in the welfare of the farmer and anxious to im
prove farm prices. Last session many different groups of 
farmers and farm organizations appeared before us and sub
mitted recommendations. The leading representatives of the 
Federal Farm Bureau, the Grange, and other organizations 
testified before the committee. Unfortunately, no two of 
these organizations could agree on a program or a bill, but 
each seemed to have a "cure-all" for the farmer's troubles 
in their own particular formula or program. This operated 
to increase the difficulties of our committee. All of us 
agree that farm prices are not up to parity and are not 
equivalent in purchasing power to what the farmer is forced 
to pay when be goes to market to pw·chase merchandise or 
farm implements. He must either have an increase in price 
for his commodities or the price he is forced to pay must be 
reduced. It is the farmer who feeds and clothes America, 
and he is rightfully entitled to his fair share of the national 
income. He does not seek a donation or a gift but demands 
equal treatment with industry and business. He has been 
the forgotten man in the United States too long. For more 
than 150 years the manufacturers have had a protective 
tariff system which has operated to the detriment of agri
culture and to the expense of the farmer. 

In 1933, we took the first forward step to afford the farm
ers of our country real Government assistance by passing the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act. This act was effective for 
almost 3 years, when its acreage-adjustment provisions were 
declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court. Later on, 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Acts were 
passed by Congress. The purpose of this act is to rebuild 
and restore the soil resources of the Nation. It has been 
most effective and helpful and done much for the people, 
not only of the present day, but for those who are to enjoy 
its benefits in the future. 

However, this act has not been sufficient to prevent large 
surpluses from accumulating from some of our crops, which 
have congested the channels of trade and flooded the mar
kets and reduced the prices of farm products to such an 
extent as to be a national threat, not only to the farmers, 
but to all industry as well. The prosperity of the farmer 
is necessary to the prosperity of our national business life. 
Unless the farmer bas purchasing power, all industry and 
business must fail. It is necessary that be who feeds and 
clothes the world should have his rightful place in every 
legislative program. I am glad to find that the Members 
who represent city districts and whose chief industry is 
manufacturing, recognize this fact and are supporting ow· 
bill. The measure we propose encourages sufficient produc
tion of agricultural commodities and for the storage and 
warehousing of the surplus above current demands, so as to 
have ample supplies available at reasonable prices in years of 
scarcity due to drought or other causes. This is made possible 
through the marketing quotas proposed and by means of 
loans and other benefit payments to the farmers. 

We seek also, in the bill, to regain our export trade, to pro
vide a way for reducing unfair and unjust freight rates on 
farm products, and also to encourage research work so as to 
discover new uses and new markets for farm crops. 

The loans provided in the bill will enable the farmers to 
carry surplus crops so that they will be kept off the market 
and not congest it, until there is a reasonable demand for 
them by the consuming public. This will protect the farmer 
and insure a normal flow of the basic crops into the chan
nels of trade, and afford ample and adequate supply to the 
public at reasonable prices. We seek to restore markets of 
an orderly kind both at home and abroad, and an honest 
endeavor to find new ones. This program is vital to the 
welfare of the American farmer . . 
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The philosophy behind the bill is that marketing quotas are 

provided for under the power of Congress over interstate and 
foreign commerce in the marketing-of the excessive supplies 
of our basic crops of tobacco, corn, wheat, cotton, and rice. 
Local committees are provided to administer this act, which 
committees are to be composed of farmers appointed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture upon the recommendation of the 
farmers in the county who are participating in the soil
conservation program. 

National, State, and county allotments are to be provided 
and determined each year, based upon the average of the 
acreage during the previous 5 years in the case of tobacco, 
cotton, and rice; and during the previous 10 years in the 
case of wheat and corn. In all cases allotments are to be 
increased where acreage is diverted under the agricultural 
adjustment and conservation program. Adjustments are to 
be made also for abnormal weather conditions and trends in 
acreage during such period. 

LOANS 

The Commodity Credit Corporation is authorized to make 
loans on agricultural commodities and dairy products, based 
on parity prices, and conditioned in the case of wheat and 
cotton, that the acreage planted is not in excess of the farm 
acreage allotment. On field corn the rate of the loan is not 
less than 55 percent of the parity price. It is intended that 
the consumer be at all times adequately protected by the pro
visions in the bill that normal supply· of food and fiber shall 
be maintained to adequately take care of and provide for the 
normal consumption and the Nation's needs. 

TOBACCO 

Tobacco farmers have been unable to successfully organize 
in the past so as to orderly and profitably market their crops. 
Many organizations have been formed for this purpose by 
the farmers, but unfortunately practically all of them, for 
one reason or another beyond their control; have failed to 
produce orderly marketing. The farmers have continued to 
raise large crops of tobacco, regardless of the market de
manus, and as a result have received ruinously low prices. 
The more they have produced and the harder they have 
worked the less has been their income. In 1929 the average 
price for all types of tobacco in the United States was 18.3 
cents per pound, and in 1932 it was 10.5 cents per pound, or 
a decline from $281,000,000 to $107,000,000 on the market. 
The wholesale price of cigarettes was jncreased during this 
same period from $6 per thousand to $6.85, and the profits of 
52 leading tobacco manufacturers increased from $134,000,000 
to $146,000,000. This inequality should not _pbtain between 
the producers and the manufacturers. The farmer should 
not be forced to take all the loss and the manufacturers 
receive all the profits. · 

We have provided an exemption .in the bill so that the 
marketing quota does not apply to small farmers raising less 
than 2,400 pounds of Burley tobacco, or in the case of flue
cured tobacco an exemption is provided of 3,200 pounds. 

And in all cases as to tobacco, cotton, wheat, and rice, 
after the determination and announcement by the Secre
tary that marketing quotas are to become effective, he is 
then to conduct a referendum of the farmers who would 
be subject to the quota on the commodity. If more than 
one-third of the farmers voting in the referendum oppose the 
quota, then the marketing quota will not be effective. This 
provides for a full and fair expression of the farmers, them
selves. 

FIELD CORN 

The marketing quota as to field corn would not be effective 
in my district and in Tennessee, as it is not within the com
mercial corn-producing area as defined in the bill. I will 
not, therefore, discuss the provisions of this section of the 
bill, but leave this for other members of the committee. 

WHEAT 

The Secretary is authorized to establish marketing quotas 
for wheat and the national acreage allotment is apportioned 
among the several States on the basis of acreage during 
the _10 _previous years. The State acreage allotments are 
then apportioned among the several counties of the State 

and the acreage in the counties is apportioned through the 
local committees to the farms on the basis of tillable acres, 
crop-rotation .practices, type of soil, and production facilities. 

Wheat is produced on farms widely separated throughout 
the Nation. Bread, and other wheat products, constitute a 
vital and basic food for the Nation. Many mills and ele
vators are required in its storage and processing. It moves 
freely in interstate commerce and is truly a national neces
sity. 

The provisions of the bill with reference to marketing 
quotas for wheat are very similar to those heretofore re
ferred to and conform to the standards as set out in the 
bill. There is an exemption in the act, which provides that 
no farm marketing quota is to apply to a farm if the normal 
production of the acreage planted to wheat is less than 200 
bushels. A penalty is provided where wheat is grown in 
excess of the farm quota during any marketing year. 

COTTON 

There is provided a national acreage allotment for the 
growing of cotton to be apportioned by the Secretary 
among the several States, and the State allotments to 
the several counties, as provided in the standard set 
out in the bill. Local allotments are made through the 
local committees among the farms within the county 
where cotton has been grown at least once during the 
past 5 years. Each cotton farmer is assigned a definite 
number of acres on which he may grow cotton. The allot
ment to each farm is a fixed percentage of the average 
during the 5 years of the tilled acres of the farm, and this 
percentage is uniform for all farms in that county. Five 
percent of the State allotment is available for apportion
ment to new farms to grow cotton, and to small farms. The 
farm marketing quota is the amount of cottcn which may 
be sold from any farm, and this amount is the normal pro
duction, or the actual production, whichever is the greater, 
of the farm acreage allotment of the farm. A farmer who 
does not exceed his farm-acreage allotment for cotton is not 
subject to any marketing penalties, as he is permitted to sell 
or market all he produces on his farm acreage allotment. 
He has also an exemption of 1,500 pounds of cotton grown on 
his farm. 

Large surpluses of cotton have worked great hardship on 
the producers. A normal supply, with normal consumption 
and export trade provided for, means prosperity to the 
growers. 

Cotton farmerl? complying with the program for 1938 re
ceive a 3 cents per pound subsidy on 65 percent of the 1937 
crop. He will, in addition, receive 2.4 cents per pound--on 
the production of cotton on his allotted acreage for 1938. 

The rice program is very similar to the wheat provisions. 
This, in brief, are some of the purposes of the bill sub

mitted. We realize that it may not be perfect, but it is a step 
looking to reduction-of the surplus crops to aid the farmers 
and to provide orderly marketing of farm products. We 
offer it to the House for consideration, and if amendments 
are presented which will be helpful and will improve the bill, 
we welcome them. We seek to help the farmer and to aid 
agriculture, and in so doing we help the Nation. Your com
mittee has sought diligently to present a bill that will be the 
beginning of a new and constructive farm program for agri
culture in America. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. TARVERJ. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe any Member 
of the House has a deeper interest in the pasSage of some per
manent farm legislation which may have a chance of success
ful operation than I. In an effort to bring about the passage 
of legislation of that type, I have, during the 11 years of my 
service in this body, supported every major farm measure 
which has been reported by the Committee on Agriculture, 
both under Republican and Democratic administrations, al
though I entertained grave doubts as to the wisdom of some 
of them; but that does not mean because the pending meas
ures comes with a favorable report from the Committee on 
Agriculture that I am prepared to continue to go along with 
those who formulate agricultural legislation, despite serious 
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opinions that I might entertain in · regard to the unwisdom 
and defectiveness of the measure which is being proposed. 
To begin with, I feel that the fundamental defect with regard 
to this bill is the fact that it is not in line with the President's 
recommendations, and that it undoubtedly contemplates 
vastly increased expenditures in carrying out the program for 
which it provides, and makes no provision for raising the 
money which will be necessary to carry out those expendi
tures and to maintain that program. 

I regard that as not only contrary to the wishes of the 
President, but as contrary to sound statesmanship. I be
lieve that the most essential thing for the Government of 
this country to do and for the people of our Nation is that 
we shall, as soon as it is practical, bring about a balance 
between our national expenditures and our national income, 
and when we profess an intention of going along with the 
President in his announced desire to bring about a balancing 
of the Budget and at the same time pass legislation through 
the Congress which provides for vastly increased agricultural 
expenditures over and beyond what are contemplated in the 
Budget for 1939 and make no provision in the legislation for 
the raising of the money to carry out those expenditures, it 
seems to me that we are like the proverbial tumblebug, look
ing in one . direction and pushing in another. 

It has been said that the matter of raising revenue is one 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. Whether the Committee on Ways and Means will 
report any legislation for the purpose of raising the revenue 
needed to carry out the provisions of this bill is a matter 
about which nobody seems to be advised. 

It is true, however, that when the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act was reported from the Committee on Agriculture pro
vision was made in that act for raising the money necessary 
to carry out the program for which it provided. There can 
be no question but that the Committee on Agriculture, when 
it reported this bill, could have made similar provision. 

So, so far as I am concerned, if it is permissible under the 
parliamentary rules of the House ·ror a motion to recominit 
to·be entertained, with direction to the Committee on Agri
culture to formulate a revenue-raising plan by which the 
benefits arising under the bill may be discharged, I intend, 
as far as I am concerned, to support that motion. 

There are other provisions of the bill that are very-ob
jectionable to me. I feel that the penalty provisions-and I 
have examined them most carefully_ insofar as they have 
reference to cotton-if they are to be effective, are directly 
in the teeth of the Constitution of the United States, as 
construed by all nine Justices participating in the decision 
in the Butler case, in which the Agricultural .Adjustment 
Act was invalidated by a vote of 6 to 3. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 

additional minutes. ·- · 
Mr. TARVER. It will be noted upon reading that opinion 

that while the Justices divided 6 to 3 upon the question 
of whether or not the Agricultural Adjustment Act brought 
about a system of compulsory agricultural control, there was 
no division upon the question of whether or not a system of 
compulsory agricultural control would be in violation-of the 
Constitution, and even the opinion of the minority Justices 
indicated clearly that they, together with the other six 
Justices were of the belief that legislation of that type would 
be in violation of the Constitution. 

If the penalty provisions are effective, if they are intended 
to bring about a control or regulation of agricultural ·produc
tion, no one, after reading the decision in the Butler case, 
could possibly labor under the delusion that they would be 
upheld when properly brought before the Supreme Court of 
the United States, in a case properly formulated. · If they 
are not intended to be effective-and I have heard it inti-

_mated in certain quarters that they -are not, that they are 
merely a sop thrown in as a bait to those · who believe in 
some form of compulsory control; but that it is not believed 
that they will ever be made effective in any way-then they 
are a fraud and will be satisfactory neither to those who 

believe in ·a compulsory program nor to those· who believe in 
a voluntary program. As a matter of fact, there is no rea
son in the world, if penalties can be constitutionally imposed 
and if they are wise, for deferring their operation until the 
crop year of 1939. 

We have the greatest cotton crop in the history of the 
United States. We have the largest carry-over of cotton in 
our history. If the Secretary of Agriculture could deter
mine on August 1, 1938, that we have 15 percent more than 
a normal carry-over, and on that basis provide for inflicting 
these penalties in 1939, then certainly he ought to be able 
to reach the same conclusion now. If penalties are wise, 
and if they are necessary, and if they are in accord with the 
Constitution, they ought to be imposed with reference to the 
crop year 1938, and their operation should not be deferred 
until 1939. 

If we mean to enforce penalties and believe they can be 
enforced, then they ought to be enforced at a time when 
they might be of some benefit to the cotton farmers of the 
South. I am talking now particularly about cotton. If they 
are unconstitutional, or if they are so carelessly and vaguely 
drawn as to be incapable of enforcement--as I believe to be 
true, even if they are constitutional-then they are a delu
sion and a snare and will be a disappointment to those who 
are in favor of some sort of a compulsory program. 

One of the redeeming features about the penalty provi
sions is that they are to be made effective only after a two
thirds vote in favor of them by the farmers concerned; and 
yet whether, even if only a minority are opposed, a Member 
of Congress would be justified in supporting a bill which 
contains a provision he fears is in violation of the Consti
tution, although he might approve a majority of other pro
visions of the bill, is a question which addresses itself seri
ously to the individual conscience. Not only majorities but 
minorities are entitled to the protection of the Constitution. 

A careful examination of the penalty section, however, 
gives rise to serious doubt as to whether or not it can ever 
be enforced against anybody, even if constitutional. The 
methods of collection of the penalty are not specified except 
that it shall be done in accordance with such regulations 
as the Secretary may prescribe. . I do not believe that 
power to provide the manner and means of collecting what 
amounts to a tax can be thus vaguely delegated to an ad
ministrative official. 

With any chance whatever -that quota and penalty pro
visions of the portion of the bill relating to cotton may be
come effective; no Member of Congress from the South who 
remembers the administration of the Bankhead Act should 
be satisfied with this bill unless and until it is amended so 
as to provide a reasonable exemption either of acreage or of 
baleage for every cotton producer, whether he be landowner, 
tenant, or sharecropper. In this I feel a deep concern. 
Most of the Congressmen from the South have advised their 
constituents of their sympathy with the cause of the little 
farmer, and most of them have protested against the hard
ships visited on him under the Bankhead Act. It now re:. 
mains for you to demonstrate whether or not in these pro
testations you were sincere. 

I am very much pleased to know, having been so in
formed today by the chairman of tht Committee on Agri
culture, that from these penalties and from the quota pro
visions of the bill as applicable to cotton, there is to be 
granted, upon the recommendation of the committee, pro
vided its amendment hereafter to be proposed is adopted, a 
small exemption of three bales to each cotton producer, 
owner, sharecropper, or tenant. If we are to have a re
newal of the conditions which existed under the Bankhead 
Act, if we are to have substantial reenactment in principle 
of that legislation which a little over a year ago we repealed 
as unconstitutional, then .we certainly ought to take steps to 
prevent a recurrence of the hardships and trials which came 
to the small producer in its administration. [Applause.] 

The CIIAIRl!AN. The time of the gentleman from 
Georgia has again expired. · 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks and to insert some statistics 
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regarding cotton production, and a brief Associated Press 
dispatch appearing in the Washington Star on yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. TARVER. The passage at this session of Congress of 

legislation adequately dealing with the plight of the Amer
ican farmer is a matter of greatest national importance. 
In the enactment of laws affecting vitally every section of 
the country, varied forms of the agricultural industry, each 
having its separate interests which are oftentimes in con
flict with the interests of other branches of the same indus
try, and tens of millions of different types of farmers, all 
having their Representatives and Senators to speak for them 
in Congress, it is inevitable that a bill cannot be drafted 
which will please in every particular any Member of the 
House or Senate. It is necessary, therefore, if we . have 
any farm legislation at all, that every man interested be 
willing to make concessions to the viewpoints of other men 
and to accept legislation which is not in all respects accord
ing to his ideas. I do not consider reasonable compromises 
of this sort as involving any surrender of conviction not 
justifiable when compared with the goal for which we are 
searching; that is, the permanent stabilization of the agri
cultural industry. 

I have been actuated by this belief in supporting every 
major farm bill upon which my brethren from the agricul
tural sections of the country have agreed that has been 
passed during my membership in Congress. Part of them 
have failed; part have been beneficial. The A. A. A. <not 
including the Bankhead Act) was probably of more benefit 

. than anything else ever tried, and it was not by any means 

. perfect. So far as I am concerned, notwithstanding our 
failures, notwithstanding the victories that were only par
tial, I am ready to press forward with those who are hon
estly endeavoring by Federal iegislation to help the farmer 
so long as the proposal presented carries with it a reasonable 
promise of benefit, after doing what I can to help correct 
any patent defects that it may contain. 

There is, however, a limit beyond which men may not go 
in the support of legislation which is not altogether, accord
ing to their ideas, sound legislation. When the prospective 
evil that it contains overbalances the good, when the meth
ods of effecting an objective proposed are such as to offend 
the conscience, when in the opinion of the legislator the 
attainment of the objective will be definitely postponed in-

. stead of achieved by the passage of the legislation, he should 
be courageous enough to oppose it, however much he might 
desire to go along with those who are urging its passage. 

The legislation which is now before the House is for me of 
very questionable wisdom in some of its provisions. In say
ing that, I do not question the good faith and commendable 
purposes of those who have worked it out after months of 
study. It is significant in this connection that in the Senate 
a group of men actuated by equally good purposes who have 
been intensely studying the same subject matter, have 
worked out an entirely different bill, and no one should ques
tion either their good motives nor those of the House com
mittee who have arrived at an entirely different conclusion. 
That these conscientious and able men do disagree, how
ever, is some consolation to those of us not on either com
mittee who have just as conscientiously reached views dif· 
fering in vital particulars from those of both the House and 
Senate committees. 

The unlimited authority to the Secretary to apportion 
funds appropriated for benefits as between the several sec
tions of the country as contained in section 5 vests in him a 
power which I think no one man ought to have. Perhaps 
the Secretary will be fair to all sections; perhaps he will 
not. But if Congress is not to legislate itself on the ques
tion of how the money it appropriates is to be spent, then 
certainly it would be better to vest the power of distribution 
in some sort of a board upon which all agricultural pro
ducers could have. representation rather than in one man 
who comes from a section interested principally in corn-hog 
production, and might naturally be supposed not to under
stand as fully as he may the problems of his own section with 
those which are most important to other agricultural il'eas. 

The method ot allocation of cotton production as between 
cotton-producing States upon the basis of proportionate 
acreages devoted to cotton during the 5 years preceding the 
allocation rather than upon the basis of baleage production 
during that or some other representative period does not 
appeal to me with the force that it does to some of my 
brethren. I am not speaking now of the method provided 
for dividing a State's allocation as between individual farm
ers through county organizations. Undoubtedly, that allo
cation, upon the basis of their several, individual proportions 

· of tilled lands within their counties has much to recommend 
it, and tends to correct conditions where one farmer has 
voluntarily reduced cotton acreage heretofore in greater pro
portion than his neighbor. A further provision authorizing 
some consideration to be given to the suitability of lands for 
cotton production, however, should be added. But I am 
chiefly concerned at this point in my remarks with the 
method proposed of making allocations between States. 

I observe from the table furnished by the Department to 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. DoxEY] and incorpo
rated by him in his remarks on yesterday that the percentage 
of total area allocated to all cotton-producing territory which 
will be allocated to Georgia under this plan is 7.73 percent, 
and the percentage to be allocated to Texas will be 38.22 
percent. In other words, Georgia will have about 20 percent 
as much acreage as will be allotted to Texas. In other 
States like disproportions are shown, greater in some in
stances than in others when compared with statistics as to 
previous cotton production. I desire to insert in the RECORD 
at this point statistics from the Census Bureau showing the 
total production of cotton in the several States for 1935 and 
1936 and also the totals of cotton bales ginned from the 1937 
crop prior to November 14, 1937. 

Preliminary report . on cotton ginning 

[Number of bales of cotton ginned from the growth of 1937 prior 
to Nov. 14, 1937, and comparative statistics to the corresponding 
date in 1936 and 1935] 

State 

Running bales (counting round as half 
bales and excluding linters) 

1937 1936 1935 

United States----------------------- 114,949, 078 t 10, 767, 140 t 8, 436, 538 

Alabama ___ ------------------------------
Arizona.. ____ ------------------------------
Arkansas ___ --------------------_---------
California ___ -----------------------------
Florida _________ ----------- _____ ------ ___ _ 

$~~~~~:~==~~~~~~~~~~~=:~~~~~~~=:~~ 
New Mexico ______ ------------------------
North Carolina _______ -----_--------------
Oklahoma _________ -----------------------
South Carolina_--------------------------
Tennessee __ ------------------------------

~~fnfa~:::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
All other States __________________________ _ 

1, 479, 167 
127,530 

1, 429,713 
3!l5, 486 
34, 713 

1, 362,600 
976, 195 

2,112,093 
242,718 
93,279 

628,953 
594,233 
877, 117 
436,708 

4, 118,882 
26,647 
13,044 

1, 092,574 
103, 369 

l, 148,817 
268,356 

?:7, 410 
981,732 
730, 4'Il 

1, 776,367 
?:79,235 
81,966 

433,906 
254,624 
640,968 
376,282 

2, 536,478 
23,315 
11,314 

1, 007,119 
67,034 

623,371 
144,078 
26,106 

l, 002,557 
529,4.62 

1, 178, 161 
106,582 
40,737 

461,426 
253,543 
672,436 
239,580 

2, 061,482 
18,623 

4, 241 

1 Includes 142,983 balesofthecropof1937, ginned prior to .A.ug.l, wbjch was counted 
in the supply for the season oi1936-37, compared with 41,130 and 94,346 bales of the 
crops of 1936 and 1935. 

The statistics in this report include 267,961 round bales for 1937, 
225,575 for 1936, and 167,251 for 1935. Included in the above are 
6,801 bales of American Egyptian for 1937, 7,884 for 1936, and 9,490 
for 1935; also 3,537 bales of Sea Island for 1937. 

The stat.istics for 1937 in this report are subject to revision when 
checked against the individual ·returns of the ginners being trans
mitted by mail. The revised total of cotton ginned this season 
prior to November 1 is 13,164,312 bales. 

CONSUMPTION, STOCKS, IMPORTS, AND EXPORTS-UNITED STATES 

Cotton consumed during the month of October 1937 amounted to 
526,464 bales. Cotton on hand in consuming establishments on 
October 31 was 1,418,602 bales, and in public storages and at com
presses 9,758,419 bales. The number of active consuming cotton 
spindles for the month was 23,724,272. The total imports for the 
month of October 1937 were 8,743 bales and the exports of domestic 
cotton, excluding linters, were 798,921 bales. 

WORLD STATISTICS 

The world's production of commercial cotton, exclusive of linters, 
grown in 1936, as compiled from various sources, was 30,024,000 
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bales, counting American in running bales and foreign in bales of 
478 pounds lint, while the consumption of cotton (exclusive of 
linters in the United States) for the year ending July 31, 1937, was 
30,820,000 bales. The total number of spinning cotton spindles, 
both active and Idle, is about 149,000,000. 

It will be observed from these statistics that in 1935 
Georgia produced 48 percent as much cotton as Texas, in 
1936, 38 percent, and in cotton ginned this year before 
November 14, 33 percent; yet she is to be allotted only 20 
percent of the Texas cotton acreage. That difference arises, 
of course, because of the low average production per acre 
of Texas lands planted to cotton; in 1935 it was only 133 
pounds and in 1936 119 pounds, whereas in Georgia during 
these years average lint cotton production per acre was 
235 pounds and 228 pounds, respectively. But if this legis
lation is passed and is successful in attaining its objective, 
which, of course, is to raise the prices of agricultural prod
ucts, including cotton, what a great incentive will be laid 
before these Texas farmers to increase acreage production, 
and with many portions of that great State already exceed
ing the average Georgia farm in fertility, how long will it be 
until Texas with five times Georgia's part of the allocated 
acreage allotted to it will be producing five times as much 
cotton as Georgia for tax-exempt sale, instead of two to 
three times as much as has been the case heretofore? This 
bill has been spoken of as a permanent farm program; 
and if it is to be permanent, I, for one, would dislike to 
see my State chained to an acreage allocation which with 
relation to Texas would give it a ratio of 1 to 5, whereas 
its production basis has been during these 3 years very much 
higher. I do not wish Georgia to be chained to a system 
which will at least afford an opportunity for and continually 
invite greater disproportion in the production of cotton in 
the two States than now exists, should Texas farmers take 
advantage of their opportunities and use scientific methods 
to increase their average acre production. That is the 
danger which I conceive my State faces in this plan of 
acreage instead of production distribution. It is perhaps 
not an impressive danger now, but it may well be of great 
importance should this legislation really become permanent. 

I have discussed at some length some of the problems 
presented by this bill. When we remember that it contains 
86 pages, it must of course be apparent that any discussion 
of reasonable length cannot be thorough. I want to vote 
for the bill. I hope that at least some of the objections 
which I have pointed out may be cured by amendment, 
so that I can feel justified in supporting it, notwithstand
ing my still being unable to agree with all of its provisions, 
in the hope that a conference between the two Houses may 
later produce a better bill before it goes to the President, 
and, in the further hope, even if that should not be true, 
that conditions brought about by the bill would at least be 
of some benefit to the farmers of this country. But I 
cannot pledge myself to support it without regard to whether 
or not any of the objectionable features that I have pointed 
out are changed by amendment or not; and, as I have said, 
if a motion to recommit is offered and is considered under 
the rules of the House directing the Committee on Agricul
ture to work out some way of raising the money to pay 
the benefits contemplated by the bill, I shall certainly 
support that motion. In doing so, I shall be supporting 
the position of the President. I consider it vital to the 
welfare of the country that a permanent farm program 
upon a fair and constitutional basis and financed otherwise 
than by paying benefits from general Treasury funds shall 
be worked out; and, insofar as I can, I shall contribute to 
that end. 

In yesterday afternoon's Washington Star there appeared 
the following Associated Press dispatch: 
HOUSE INDULGES IN HORSE TRADING-CROP-CONTROL AND WAGE-HOUR 

BILLS SEEM CENTER OF "LOGROLLING" 

House sponsors of crop-control and wage-hour legislation in
dulged today in some old-fashioned "horse trading" in an attempt 
to weaken the stubborn opposition to the two adm1n.lstrat1on 
measures. 

Chairman JoNES of the Agriculture Committee and three other 
southern Representatives added their names to the petition to 
torce the wage-hour bill to the House floor. 

The apparent effort of some of the supporters of the hour 
and wage bill in its present form to make their support of 
the pending farm measure dependent upon what Repre
sentatives from farm sections feel they should do about hour 
and wage legislation does not appeal to me, and is in my 
judgment grossly unfair and will redound to the injury of 
both farmers and industrial workers if persisted in. I rep
resent thousands employed in industry and other thousands 
who earn their livelihood by farming. I sympathize with 
and will support any conscientious, fair-minded effort which 
has a fair chance of success which in my judgment will be 
helpful to either class. But I deplore the position of the 
Representative who may support legislation affecting mil
lions of farmers which he does not think is fair simply 
because some other Representative as a consideration may 
support other legislation affecting millions of workers in the 
justice, fairness, and workability of which be does not be
lieve. Such procedure might well result in the passage of 
legislation on both subjects which a maj01ity of the House 
did not at heart approve. My vote on the farm bill, and my 
vote on the wage and hour bill, should it come before the 
House, will both be dictated by my feeling as to their respec
tive merits, and not by whether some other Representative 
is voting for or against either one. And I respectfully suJ>. 
mit to you that for any Member to pass upon legislation 
under his oath upon any other basis is a prostitution of the 
duties of his office. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Pn:RcEJ. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, first, I want to pay my com
pliments to the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture. 
During the almost 5 years I have been a Member of this 
House I have beard many bills explained by various com
mittee chairmen. I have heard many speeches, but I think 
without question the explanation of Chairman JoNES on this 
bill now pending was the clearest that I have ever heard. 

I desire to discuss the processing tax. You will find on 
the board at my left a. yardstick for a bushel of wheat, an 
ordinary 60-pound bushel. Made into bread, the average 
price in 51 cities is 8.7 cents per pound. That is the retail 
price. The consumer pays for that bushel of wheat $5.39 
for 62 loaves. The 'Selling price of the flour in those 62 
loaves of bread, less other ingredients, is $4.79. The whole
sale cost of the flour is $1.25 at Minneapolis. This is based 
on parity price for wheat. 

Three dollars and fifty-two cents of the money goes into 
transportation, bakers', and retailers' portions. The mill por
tion is $1.42; flour $1.25, also middlings and bran 17 cents. 
The bushel of wheat makes 42.6 pounds of flour. Then the 
miller also gets another 9 cents in advance for his flour over 
the price he paid for the wheat. 

To give the farmer a parity price of $1.17 a bushel for 
wheat would take one-third of a cent on a loaf of bread. 
Most emphatically that one-third of a cent should not be 
added to the consumer's cost, but it should be absorbed by 
the middleman, as the retailer should not be allowed to add 
1 cent to the cost of a loaf of bread in order to save himself 
this fractional amount. 

I agree with the gentleman from Georgia [l'.fi". TARVER] 
who just spoke, that each of these commodities should bear 
its own burden. I do not think we should rely, permanently, 
on a subsidy from the Federal Treasury. 

The position of wheat is an extremely critical one, as is 
that of cotton. We will carry over a production of more than 
200,000,000 bushels of wheat July 1, 1938. A market must 
be found for this more than 200,000,000 bushels beyond the 
boundaries of the United States. During the last 4 years 
prior to 1937 we had extremely short crops of wheat, 
592,000,000 bushels average, being less than consumption, less 
than the users demanded; so we consumed most of the sur
plus that we had in the United States when we passed the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act ·in 1933. That has partly 
made possible the increased prosperity of the wheat fanner 
during the last 4 years. Legislation has materially helped 
him. 
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The situation has now changed. We had a crop last year 

of 887,000,000 bushels. Understand, the total consumption 
for feed and seed is only something like 625,000,000 or 650,-
000,000 bushels-it varies a little-but we will have more than 
200,000,000 bushels in excess of our consumption demands. 
This is what is bearing down the market at the present 
time. 

A processing tax of 20 cents a bushel would be of material 
aid to the wheat farmer. It is a trifle, merely one-third of a 
cent on a loaf of bread. I know it was the peg upon which 
every chiseler hung his hat. Every chiseler proceeded to raise 
his price, the baker, the transportation man, the processor, 
all talked about the processing tax and advanced prices. It 
amounted to a mere trifle but it was the nucleus around 
which they created the great public sentiment against it. I 
think cotton should be treated the same way. I think the 
people who use cotton cloth in this country should bear the 
burden of bringing the price for the domestic product up 
somewhere near parity. 

I am not optimistic enough to believe that we are going to 
have a full parity of $1.17 for the wheat farmer. At the pres
ent time wheat is selling locally in my country at a little over 
60 cents a bushel. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLANE. I congratulate the gentleman on his 

wonderful speech. I arise to ask him if he will not incor
porate in the RECORD the chart to which he has referred. 

. It is very illuminating. 
Mr. PIERCE. I thank the gentleman for his compliment. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle

man yield? 
Mr. PIERCE. I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. As I understood the statement 

of the gentleman from.. Oregon, the gentleman believes that 
by means of a small processing tax each basic farm com
modity could be made self-sustaining. 

Mr. PIERCE. On commodities of which we have an ex
portable surplus. We still do not produce all the dairy prod
ucts we consume, the tariff is effective on dairy products 
because the price is higher in this country than in foreign 

. countries. I do not believe we should depend upon subsidies 
from the Treasury. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PIERCE. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Where · does the marketing quota come into 

effect on wheat under this bill? What is the total amount 
of wheat that must be on hand before the marketing quotas 
become effective? 

Mr. PIERCE. One billion twenty-seven million bushels 
· for the year 1938. It depends, of course, upon the carry
over, and the estimated crop. 

Mr. LUCAS. How much is that in excess of the normal 
consumption plus export? 

Mr. PIERCE. Exports have practically ceased. There 
was a time, 40 years ago, when we sold 200,000,000 bushels 
of wheat annually, largely in Europe. About 30 years ago 
we commenced to lose that market and our wheat exports 
continued to drop until the Woi·ld War. During the World 
War Europe took everything we could offer. Then the ex
ports dropped again. During 1934, 1935, and 1936 we im
ported more wheat than we exported. 

Mr. LUCAS. The information I seek is as to how much 
of a surplus over what we normally consume and export 
must there be before the quota goes into effect. 

Mr. PIERCE. Three hundred million bushels of wheat 
over consumption and expected export. 

Mr. LUCAS. Then we would have approximately 300,-
000,000 bushels surplus. 

Mr. PIERCE. Yes. 
Mr. LUCAS. What would the gentleman propose be done 

·about that surplus? 

Mr. PIERCE. Marketing quotas would go into effect un
der the pending bill for the fall sowing of 1938. 

I am supporting and shall vote for H. R. 8505, known as 
the farm bill or the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1937. I 
do not believe that I am the victim of any illusions as to its 
efficacy, and I am not dreaming for one single minute that 
it offers the whole solution of the farm problem. I am sup
porting it because I am convinced it is the very best bill 
that can be obtained at this time for the farmers of America 
and in the hope that it may tide us over a very critical 
situation which may develop during the next crop year. 
This cannot, however, be called emergency legislation. It is, 
rather, basic legislation prepared with the full knowledge 
that emergencies arise at intervals because of surplus pro
duction or shortage of food crops and that any permanent 
legislation must be formulated with that fact in mind. This 
must be done to enable administrative officers to carry the 
country through those emergencies brought upon us by such 
uncontrollable factors as war, weather conditions, great 
droughts, or changes in foreign markets. We must now 
accept legislation of the type of the pending bill, which is 
an attempt to fix conditions which will afford the American 
farmer a reasonable price for his products; otherwise, we 
shall be obliged to face the dreaded alternative of peasantry 
for our independent and proud farmers who are the very 
backbone of the Nation. It cannot be too strongly stated 
that there is no hope in the future for this upstanding 
farmer who is so independent .and that he will be left with 
nothing but his independence, unless there is legislation 
making it possible for him to get for the products he raises 
either parity price or a reasonable approach to it. He must 
be assured enough to give him a fair margin of profit above 
the cost of production. 

Objection is offered against any · controlled production on 
the score that if we are not allowed to own what we produce 
we are not, in fact, owners of our farms, on which we pay 
the taxes and interest charges. The results of some of the 
proposed legislation would undoubtedly be to deprive us en
tirely of the control of those things which we produce, but 
that is not true of this bill -prepared by the House Committee 
on Agriculture, for under this bill controlled production 
awaits threatening surplus. The farm surplus must be 
handled by some m-ethod sufficiently rigid to be adequate . 
In the House bill this is done with the least possible encroach
ment upon the rights of individual citizens. 

We are dealing with a matter which does not concern the 
farmer alone, but which must, of necessity, involve the busi
ness world and all dependent upon it. When the farmer's 
buying power is curtailed, it is immediately felt by all kinds 
of business, large and small. 

The increased prices of things the farmer buys are astound
ing. From the largest farm machinery to the smallest do
mestic purchase prices have been multiplied. A constituent 
wrote me recently that within 9 months the price of a pair 
of boy's overalls had increased 20 cents, or one-third. In 
this same period prices of wheat and other farm products 
had dropped materially. 

SURPLUS CROPS OF MOST CONCERN 

We are not here attempting to legislate into immediate 
prosperity all types of people who live on farms in America. 
There is a distinct difference between the necessities and 
present difficulties of those farm people who produce crops 
of which we have a large surplus and the farmers who can 
find home markets for their products. Those crops which 
are mainly dealt with in this bill are cotton, wheat, rice, 
corn and its products, and tobacco. We must seek to avoid 
sectionalism which is one of the grave dangers ever present 
in the halls of Congress. We must do justice to all those 
within our national borders without trading and without 
discrimination. It just happens that three of our surplus 
products are largely grown in the South, corn is of most 
importance to the Middle West, and wheat is of special sig
nificance to the people of the far West and Pacific coast, 
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though it is produced in more than 2,600 counties out of the 
3,200 in the United States. It is probably of more general 
interest throughout the Nation than any other crop. We are 
not now on an export basis for dairy products, that is, we do 
not have a surplus, nor do we raise enough wool to meet all 
our needs. Those who produce what can be used by our 
own people, within our national boundaries have a totally dif
ferent problem from those who must compete with other 
countries for the markets of the world and seek foreign con
sumers for a large part of their products. 

The term "American farmer" covers almost as many types 
of activity as does the term "American industry." It is not 
a completely unified group with entirely similar economic 
interests which is brought together under the broad term of 
agriculture. The fact that a man lives and works on a farm 
does not necessarily class him with those who are particu
larly interested in or dependent upon foreign markets. 

Some farmers are entirely dependent for prosperity upon 
more wages in the hands of American laboring men and 
dwellers in cities who are the consumers to whom they look 
for prosperity and profits. Another group is primarily con
cerned with the domestic market but is to a marked degree 
dependent upon foreign markets, and thereby enters into 
competition with producers throughout the world. Both 
groups may be protected by certain tariffs or trade barriers 
which will insure them against competition for the home 
market. We find, however, that when domestic prices be
come too high, buyers within our own national boundaries 
will use products sent in from foreign lands which can pay 
the tariff fixed by our laws, realize cost of production because 
of cheap labor, pay low ocean transportation rates, and still 
compete in American markets with our own products. 

No single bill could deal adequately and wholly with these 
two producing groups. No member of the Committee on 
Agriculture can understand all the problems of both groups. 
The members of the committee have, to my certain know!-

. edge, given to this problem and to this proposed legislation, 
most unusual devotion in time and study. They have lis
tened by the hour, day, and week to specialists who give 
their lives to the study of these matters. Hearings have 
been held, informally, throughout the country. I, myself, 
have gathered Oregon wheat farmers into conferences for 
discussion of the proposed legislation. Committee members, 
while dealing individually with special problems, have held 
in mind the whole picture of American agriculture. which is 
so fully and admirably presented in the 1937 report of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. This report must be carefully 

· studied by all who would form opinions as to proposed reme
dies. The committee offers this bill with some hesitance 
and uncertainty, but with the hope that it may at lea.st par
tially correct the situation for the exporting group which 
produces crops of which we have a surplus in our country. 

WAll AND FOREIGN TRADE AS PRICE FACTORS 

American surplus crops, especially wheat and cotton, have, 
at certain intervals in our history, since the inauguration of 
President Washington in 1789, been in tremendous demand 
in foreign lands because of wars or disastrous crop failures. 

The three periods of greatest prosperity for the Ameri
can farmer came directly from demands of war times. 
During the first 25 years of our Republic, the basis of the 
young Nation's agricultural prosperity was the European 
demand for food and clothing incidental to the Napoleonic 
wars. We paid our first national debt in the years when 
wheat sold in Paris for $3 a bushel. The War between the 
States brought high prices for farm products. Those of us 
who participated in drawing this legislation recall most 
vividly the 3 years of remarkable farm prosperity in the 
United States resulting from European demands during the 
World War. At intervals during the past few months threats 
of another world war have temporarily increased world 
demand and influenced prices. If a general European war 
should come, there would be created a profitable market for 
all our surplus commodities. However, American farmers 
must not assume that temporary prosperity bought at such 
a terrible price is a permanent solution for our farm problem. 

Stability and increased purchasing power among our own 
people will partially care for certain classes of farm pro
ducers, the dairymen, for instance. When we try to help 
other groups, we immediately face the difficulties of estab
lishing and maintaining foreign trade relations and of deter
mining upon a policy and method of subsidizing farmers 
who produce for this hazardous and uncertain market. This 
surplus must be handled chiefly in order to maintain security 
for ourselves through a sufficient production for our own 
needs. It is impossible always to fix a clear line of demarca
tion between foreign and domestic needs because they fluctu
ate, but we can establish, from statistical records and 
experience. some quantities below which it is not safe to 
fall. 

ECONOMIC CHANGE AFFECTS FARMERS 

These past 150 years in our country have been the brightest 
and most hopeful in the world history of agriculture. For 
a century and a half the American farmer has been the most 
independent and successful producer of farm commodities 
who has ever enjoyed the markets of the world. Now inter
national relations are so changed and economic conditions 
are so unsettled and so different that we are forced to plan 
for a changed agricultural era. This bill was drawn with a 
background of such knowledge, and its sponsors had in mind 
not only the rapidly shifting economic factors in our own 
life, but also the changes and uncertainties in foreign nations. 

The prosperous American farmers of former years cannot 
really believe that the situation in which we find ourselves 
today is anything but a temporary difficulty. Some of them 
seem to think we are dealing only with a fiurry in the busi
ness world and that things will soon settle down to a normal 
prosperity. Others believe they are the victims of ill-advised 
legislation or of lack of legislation. I do not believe we can 
enact any legislation which will solve farm problems quickly 
or wholly. It is my opinion that the bill we now offer should 
be built upon our experience with the A. A. A. Act forged 
under the heat of emergency, and the Soil Conservation Act, 
partly conservation and partly necessary and unquestionably 
effective subterfuge because of court decisions. I repeat, we are 
not now offering another emergency act. We are attempting 
to build the foundation for a permanent policy. There have 
been before Congress in the past some farm bills which have 
attracted the attention of the country and which have been 
widely debated-J;lOtably the McNary-Haugen bill and the 
Grange debenture plan, both dealing with surplus crops. 
Then we had enactment of the Agricultural Marketing Act 
of 1929 and the A. A. A. of 1933, which had certain excellent 
features fundamental to any satisfactory farm legislation. It 
is clearly our. duty now to attack that portion of the fa1m 
problem which most urgently cries for help, and to seek a 
remedy for the situation which is most acute and most in
tolerable. This is the condition faced by growers of the five 
crops with which we have been most concerned. SUmmed 
up, our unsolved agricultural problem is to keep foreign mar
ket prices from ruining growers of surplus crops in our 
Nation. 

WHEAT 

I represent a region which is vitally interested in one of 
these crops-wheat. I shall now confine myself to discus
sion of the situation in regard to that important product. 

"Wheat is the commodity most widely produced and con
sumed. One might say that wheat, more than any other 
commodity, binds the economic system of our world to
gether." Thus spoke our Secretary of Agriculture, when he 
set forth, recently, a national program for wheat. He 
pointed out that wheat is a "barometer of business." It is 
trne that prosperity has come to the industrialist, to the 
businessman, and to the workingman when the farmer,s 
wheat has brought him a reasonable return. When wheat 
fs low, business is stagnant. Wheat is the basis of our 
prosperity as well a.s the staff of life. It can be produced 
today more cheaply than at any time in human history, and 
because we live in the machine age, it may be produced 
with less hours of labor. In reviewing the situation before 
the wheat farmer, we must consider the amount grown. 
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available markets, tariffs, foreign trade, droughts and their 
effects, conversion of land to other crops, changing food 
habits, and the variable yardsticks by which the value of 
each crop is determined. Wheat differs from com in not 
being generally a feed crop for animals. It is grown ex
tensively and cheaply in other countries. The wheat farmer 
watches with anxiety news of the crops of the Argentine, 
of Canada, and of Russia and Australia, and often reflects 
that disaster abroad offers him the only chance of 
prosperity. 

The wheat program 

Wheat growers are today meeting for earnest discussion 
of such problems as compulsory control, penalties, referenda, 
quotas, processing taxes, subsidies, loans, parity prices, ever
normal granary and storage, crop insurance, all of which I 
shall consider in the following section of my remarks de
voted to definitions and technical problems. The Secretary 
of Agriculture has offered his "middle-course program" as 
follows: First, planning for that share in the world wheat 
market which will bring the wheat farmers their maximum 
prosperity. Secondly, the setting of acreage goals in line 
with needs of the soil and of the market here and abroad. 
Third, protection against drought through the ever-normal 
granary, with reserve supplies of wheat stored on the farm 
or in elevators. Fourth, crop insurance. Fifth, retirement 
of submarginal land. Sixth, price-adjustment payments, 
to be financed from tariff -equalizing taxes. 

I should add to both these categories the problems inci
dental to our money complexities and changing food habits 
largely dictated by fashionmongers and beauty specialists. 
Both these influences are beyond the control of the Agricul
ture Committee, and both are accompanied by the wildest 
and most foolish propaganda with which bewildered human
ity has ever been called upon to grapple. Wheat is pro
duced on small family sized farms and on great commercial 
ranches throughout the whole country under absolutely 
diverse conditions, but, as has been well said, "wheat is 
wheat, and the fortunes of the different groups of wheat 
farmers rise and fall together. No region can hope to share 
in the benefits of any wheat program without sharing its 
burdens, too." 

Expansicm of production and competition 

A century and a half ago the broad, open fields of the 
great Mississippi Valley and the plains of the West to the 
Pacific coast had never felt the plow. No such expanse of 
fertile, untilled soil was ever spread before civilized man, and 
as our fathers brought those vast acres into production they 
developed a wonderful technique. As proof of the pros
perity of that happy time we have only to behold the beau
tiful homes, fine barns, and multiple improvements which 
a hundred and fifty years have spread from ocean to ocean. 
In this heyday of agricultural development the Ohio farmer 
or the Kansas wheat raiser could sow all the land he could 
handle and harvest the rich return for markets scattered 
throughout the civilized world. He did develop a degree of 
hopefulness, ambition, independence, and security that made 
him extremely prosperous and self-assertive. That period of 
prosperity culminated in the unprecedented demand for 
foodstuffs, hides, and fibers in the war years from 1914 to 
1918, when prices of com, wheat, cattle, hogs, and cotton 
were sent to previously unknown heights. I was a wheat 
and cattle farmer during that wonderful period of activity 
and prosperity. 

I knew what it was to sow wheat with the realization that 
the only hazard before me was the actual raising of the crop 
and that a price of $2 a bushel was guaranteed at harvest. 
Then came the break which changed the entire picture. The 
extension of acreage and the skills we had developed for 
capacity production actually became disrupting influences. 
A country geared to high production and stimulated by the 
certainty of markets in many world ports was confronted 
with the necessity for the establishment of quotas and of 
crop curtailment with the alternative of the sale of wheat 
far below cost of production. Important European port cities, · 

which formerly welcomed cargoes of cotton and wheat borne 
under our fiag, now confronted us with ta1iffs which must be 
paid before our products could enter the markets to which 
they had been shipped for more than a century. These closed 
markets resulted from the development of intense nationalism 
and self -sufficiency among the peoples of Europe, partly caused 
by our own terrible blunder in the enactment of the Smoot
Hawley tariff which brought quick retaliation and foreign 
barriers, and most significantly, our changed position to that 
of a creditor nation. Our Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930 
has been called "the worst blow ever struck at the wheat 
farmers of the United States." We are largely responsible 
for the tariff barriers which changed the trade habits of a 
century, during which wheat cargoes were sold to the highest 
bidders throughout the world. Great Britain, urged on by 
the spirit of nationalism, gave to the wheat growers of Can
ada, Australia, and other British possessions, exclusive rights 
to sell freely in her ports, and levied a tariff of 6 cents a 
bushel on wheat from the United States. Our Canadian 
neighbor is protected in that market, to reach which the 
American wheat raiser is obliged to scale a tariff wall of 
6 cents a bushel. 

Argentina, about 30 years ago, commenced to produce in 
quantity and to vie with us in world markets in which 
Canada and Australia have likewise become competitors. 

Our normal domestic production of wheat, previous to 
the crop failures beginning in 1933, was from eight hundred 
to nine hundred million bushels annually. For the 4 years of 
drought and disaster, 1933-36, we averaged 582,000,000 
bushels, and some wheat was imported for milling and for 
feed. Nineteen hundred and thirty-seven brought a yield of 
nearly 900,000,000 bushels-exactly 887,000,000-and again 
we were faced with a great surplus beyond our domestic needs, 
returning us to an export basis. In some foreign countries 
crops have been short so that world wheat prices have been 
relatively high. What were we to do with the 250,000,000 
bushels which we could not use in home markets? For
merly, 30 or 40 years ago, we sold as much as 200,000,000 
bushels of wheat annually outside of the United States. 
So far this year, with a great surplus and with wheat higher 
1n almost every foreign port than it is in the United States, 
our total sales to foreign countries have not yet reached 
more than 25,000,000 bushels. Those who watch foreign 
markets carefully were, last July, confident that we would 
sell for export within the year from seventy to one hundred 
million bushels. Now that we know we will be able to dispose 
of but a fraction of our 1937 surplus crop by export, the ques
tion is put to us in plain, simple English, What are we going 
to do with the extra wheat? 

The boasted independence of the American farmer is a 
thing of the past. It is as extinct as are the passenger 
pigeons which once fanned western skies in innumerable 
millions; it is gone as completely as are the buffalo herds 
of the western plains. The helpless American wheat farmer 
joins the cotton farmer in impotent appeals to be saved 
from ruin and bankruptcy brought about by his own skilled 
handling of his lands. Must he continue to produce un
needed quantities, accepting for his domestic sales whatever 
price our markets will afford and offering his surplus crops 
for prices fixed in foreign lands, and w1der conditions made 
most difficult by retaliatory and vrotective ·trade barriers? 

Just for contrast and for the sake of an interlude, I wish 
to mention the fact that during one of the years when 
Washington was President, there ·were exported from the 
United States 4,700,000 bushels of wheat, produced princi
pally in Pennsylvania, Virginia, and the Carolinas. Think 
of our forefathers with their crude agricultural implements 
and methods of 145 years ago, raising such a crop for ~port 
in the slow sailing vessels of that periOd! That is more 
wheat than the net exports of each of the last 3 years. It is 
only fair to say that during these 3 years we have imported 
an average of 20,000,000 bushels more than we have sent 
out-these importations entering over the 42-cent tariff wall 
for milling wheat and paying the 10 percent ad valorem 
charge for feed wheat. 
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With an annual production of from eight hundred to nine 
hundred million bushels, and a domestic consumption of 
about 575,000,000 bushels used for milling, food supplies, and 
seed, and from fifty to seventy-five million bushels used 
annually for animal feeds, we are dependent upon export 
markets for one hundred and fifty to two hundred and fifty 
million bushels. The use of wheat, whole or ground, for 
commercial feeds depends somewhat upon shortage of other 
grains and somewhat upon prices. We did import some 
feed wheat in the years 1935-36, during the drought, and we 
did import some milling wheat. In the Northwest we con,.. 
tinued to have a regional surplus even though the country was 
importing wheat. The reasons are to be found in the kind 
of wheat grown, in the great distance from the feed markets, 
tnd in prohibitive transportation costs. We thus have be:
fore us somewhat of a picture of the actual situation in its 
entirety, even though it must be modified somewhat by re
gional conditions. 

The tariff on wheat 

The tariff we place on imported wheat is 42 cents for the 
milling grades and 10 percent ad valorem, or of cost, on feed 
wheat. Figuring this ad valorem tariff on wheat selling at $1 
a bushel, there would be a 10-cent charge for feed wheats 
coming in over the low tariff wall. Why this great dispar
ity between the duty fixed on feed and milling wheats? It 

·was claimed that certain cepters so urgently needed the 
feed wheat that the low wall was necessary. It should be 
immediately raised, because the imported feed wheat enters 
into competition with our own product, and takes the 
place of our own grain which would be used if the tariff 
were made adequate. There must, of necessity, be some 
reciprocity in this matter and consideration of foreign mar
kets to which we must send our annual surplus, but the 
facts seem to point to the desirability for some readjustment. 

Wheat our dependence 

We should not lose sight of the fact that wheat is the basic 
:food of our people and the cheapest food we can buy. Even 
at the price of $1 a bushel, the cost of the flour in a loaf of 
bread is less than two cents. A 20-cent increase in the p1ice 
of a bushel of wheat would raise the cost of the consumer's 
loaf one-third of a cent. Shall one-third of a cent be al
lowed to make the difference between prosperity and bank
ruptcy for the wheat producer? 

Why accept protective tariff for industry and reject pro
tective legislation for farm producers who are denied the 
priVilege of price fixing and must sell in a "market ruled by 
a ticker tape?" It seems to be true that a certain small 
group of processors and distributors has the power to control 
farm prices as well as consumer prices. This is owing to 
monopoly, with which we have never dealt adequately. 

WHEAT FARMING IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST 

The Secretary of Agriculture puts the matter so concisely 
that I quote again-

Five diff'erent kinds of wheat are grown in diff'erent areas 
of the United States. These are hard red winter wheat, grown in 
Kansa.s, Nebraska, Texas, Oklahoma, and Colorado; hard red spring 
wheat and durum wheat grown in the Dakotas, Minnesota, and 
Montana; white wheat, grown chiefly in the Pacific Northwest; 
and soft red winter wheat, grown throughout the areas east 
of the hard wheat belts. The regions producing these five kinds 
of wheat have some problems in common, but there are im
portant differenc~ between them which must be recognized in 
mapping out a national policy !or wheat. 

The Pacific Northwest produces about 11 percent of the 
wheat of this country. Because of climate and soil, we raise 
chiefly a soft white wheat, largely used for mixing with 
the harder wheat in milling and for the biscuit flour of the 
Southeast. Because of the limited use of this wheat in 
milling (and we hope that may be overcome to a great 
degree) , there is not the advantageous market which is open 
to the hard wheats of the Mississippi Valley. 

Freight rates a handicap 

We also are greatly handicapped by distance from the 
markets of the populous sections of the country and result
ing prohibitive freight rates. Our natural transportation 
course is down the Columbia River and then by water 

through the Canal to the markets of the world. Railway 
freight rates are so high as to present an almost insuperable 
barrier to markets of the Middle West. The rate to Chicago 
on a bushel of wheat is about 40 cents, as prohibitive as 
the tariff we raise against foreign wheat. From my farm in 
the Grande Ronde Valley the freight and warehouse charges 
for the 300-mne haul to tidewater are 19% cents a bushel. 
Twenty years ago, during the war, the charge for this same 
service was lO:Y2 cents a bushel. Now we are threatened 
with higher railway charges, and this House, last session, 
passed the Pettengill bill, opening the way to practices and 
charges which might be almost ruinous to us as well as 
other interior wheat farmers. We hope the Senate will save 
us from that fate. The Canadian wheat farmer of Alberta 
ships his wheat 1,500 miles for 15 cents a bushel, including 
warehouse charges. How can we compete with him when 
his drought-stricken fields again begin to yield bountiful 
crops? It is apparent that the Northwest farmer must have 
better conditions if he is to continue to produce grain at 
prices which will enable him to buy the farm machinery and 
other products of eastern factories. During the World War. 
when the price of wheat was fixed by the GoverD.J)lent at 
$2.20 in Chicago, we received about $2.06 at Pacific coast 
terminals. At that time freight rates from interior points 
to these terminals was about 60 percent- of the amoll.I)t 
charged today; in other words, freight charges have been 
advanced about 40 percent. 

Sectio1ud needs 

Our wheat prices are those quoted by the Portland market, 
and they do not, of necessity, follow the Chicago market be
cause of the surplus and transportation conditions. Since 
1932 our prices have been relatively lower than those in the 
rest of the country. 

It is apparent that we labor under a great disadvantage in 
our section-we still belong to the United States; we use the 
products of American industry; we pay taxes to support our 
National Government. Is it not simple justice that we 
should expect to be relieved of burdensome discrimination 
and to enjoy the benefits of a national policy which would 
enable our farmers to plan with some assurance? 

You ask why we do not change the type of wheat we pro
duce. The ~nswer is that our climate and soil are suited to 
special varieties. We have tried other varieties of red wheat 
and have found that after a few years they deteriorate and 
become soft. In any event, we would have a regional sur
plus because of our distance from domestic markets. 

Another reason why we must persist in the growing of 
wheat is that our farmers have expensive equipment and 
machinery for that purpose, and the only way of salvaging 
such investments is to continue the growing of wheat. Never
theless, we shall continue our effort to find substitute crops 
which will reduce the wheat acreage, and there is a possibility 
that seed flax may be grown as successfully as the fiber 
flax we now produce. We have already turned to the pro
duction of a fine quality of grass seed. Irrigation develop-
ment will also somewhat reduce our wheat surplus. Dur· 
ing the period of change and development we must have 
every possible aid through Federal legislation. 

We have for export a larger percentage of the wheat we 
raise than has any other part of the United States. Our 
export conditions are made extremely difficult by national 
tariff legislation, which we must expect the Congress to 
consider. In 1933 the A. A. A. gave us an export subsidy 
which helped us to hold certain foreign markets. The 
Pacific -Northwest will benefit by the conditions set up under 
this farm bill. 

The future 

Forty years ago I wrote an article on the future price of 
wheat. This article was quite extensively commented upon 
by the Oregon press. At that time wheat was selling in the 
Northwest for about 40 cents a bushel. I made as careful a 
survey as could be made from records then available of the 
possibilities of competition from Canada and Argentina for 
our European markets. It was my judgment, expressed in 
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that article, that the wheat growers of the Pacific North
west could not expect, through a series of years, to receive a 
price much higher than 1 cent a pound, or 60 cents a 
bushel. I advised my farmer friends to find some other 
avocation if they could not so adjust their farming that 
they could raise and sell wheat at 60 cents a bushel. I am 
now reminded of my prediction made in that almost
forgotten day, and intensive study of the problem in the light 
of present economic conditions causes me to reiterate the 
prophecy. Unless there is a decided movement on the part 
of the Government to increase commodity prices by expan
sion of the currency, the wheat growers of the Pacific North
west, through a series of years, in the future, cannot expect 
more than parity, which locally is about 85 cents a bushel, 
and it will require legislation well administered to approach 
parity. 

DEFINITIONS AND TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

I have previously referred to the words which have been 
bandied about in speeches and articles on agricultural legis
lation and to the many serious discussions on methods of 
control of production which, seemingly, must be incorporated 
in any program of Federal aid. Some of the objections to 
this bill are evidently based on a lack of comprehension of 
the conditions under which control will become necessary. I 
therefore proceed to some clarification of these matters 
through brief definitions. 

Quota.s 
By a quota . we mean a certain amount in bushels, pounds, 

acreage, -or -other measure which becomes the proportional 
part or sh.are of total production allowed any farmer who 
·desires to participate in the benefits offered under the act. 
We say the farmer is to be given a "quota"- under certain con
ditions. That means if he has 160 acres he may be given 80 
acres for soil-depleting crops apd .80 acres for soil-copserving 
cropg and these_ allotm~nts would become his "quota." Upon 
his 80 acres of depleting crops perhaps he may grow 60. acres 
of wheat and 20 acres of corn. These quotas are fixed by the 
county committees after careful surveys and thorough under.:. 
standing of the situation. The farmer always finds it possible 
to talk to the men who are exercising this authority which is 
not given to some remote bureaucrat. 

Though this is permanent rather than e~ergency legisla
tion, certain features apply only in emergency periods; in 
wheat they apply when the total of production and carry-over 
equal a billion twenty;-seven million bushels. The mark~ting 
quotas for wheat cannot go into eff~~t. for )938, though the 
emergency may be here in July of that year. If there is an 
average crop of 12% bushels an acre on the 80,000,000 acres 
that were sown in 1937 and might be sown in 1938, there would 
be ·a thousand million bushels raised; added to the probable 
surplus, this will make approximately 1,200,000,000 bushels 
confronting us in July 1938. The quotas will then go into 
effect for the fall seeding of that year. These acreage quotas 
for wheat could be carried out under the present Soil Con.:. 
servation Act but will be more satisfactorily handled under 
the present bill. In any event, it is imperative that we pre.:. 
vent great surplus quantities. We hope this will ultimately 
establish higher prices for the quantities used in domestic 
consumption. · The surplus should be sold in the world's 
market at the world's price, and the surplus producer should 
be obliged to accept that world price for his share of the 
surplus. There is no other way by which we can establish 
and stabilize prices except to give marketing quotas to the 
raisers of commercial ·wheat; followed by the requirement 
that those who raise wheat beyond the marketing quota 
should accept their fate so far as a surplus is concerned. 

Referendum and 1!enalties 
This bill provides for a referendum to the people before 

m:nketing quotas go into effect. It proVides that if orie-third 
of the farmers vote against the marketing quotas, the law· 
will not go into effect. This. is called the negative referen
dum, which is used in this form because investigation leads 
to the conclusion that it may be, and probably will be, held 
constitutional if the act is taken before the courts. · Some
one asks, "I! a farmer has voted against the marketing quota, 

must he accept it?" The majority rule in this country must 
be obeyed. In this case the governing group must be two
thirds of the growers of the product, and I do not know 
what could be more fair. I cannot conceive, for the life of 
me, how one percent of American farmers can vote against 
American quotas. If they do, they will vote for their own 
bankruptcy and will abandon their only chance to get in 
return anything like the cost of producing the commodities 
included in this bill, namely, wheat. cotton, corn, tobacco, 
and rice. I believe this bill affords the relief which the 
producers of these five major farm commodities must have 
in order to remain solvent and continue their occupations. 
Regulatory laws are of no value unless people accept them 
and give full cooperation. It has been said that this is a 
very drastic bill, regimenting the farmers. It seems to me 
very mild regimentation compared to what is likely to come 
should this bill fail to bring the results expected by its 
authors. I believe that the opponents of the measure will 
be astonished when the vote is · taken among the wheat 
growers, who are generally sufficiently intelligent to under
stand where their own interests lie. 

It is said, in criticism of the pending bill, that it provides 
severe penalties for those who disobey the law in regard to 
marketing quotas. Without some penalties the law would be 
useless. There must be penalties for those who deliberately 
disregard law. We must ha~ a law with teeth in it-the 
penalties are not severe; they are mere fines. If a man 
should market beyond his quota for wheat, 15 cents a bushel 
is certainly ·an extremely light- penalty for failure to comply 
with the law. 

Subsidies 

This bill does not repeal the Soil Conservation Act, but 
adds to and supplements it. Under that act the program will 
·continue to give to the wbeat grower a small amount of bene
fit payments. In the Agricultural c-onservation Program for 
1938, on page 5, subsection 1 of section 3, we find these words: 

One-fifty per acre adjusted for productivity for each acre in the 
general soil-depleting crops. 

I understand that under this section and connected rulings 
the wheat farmer will get something like an average of 12 
cents a bushel on prOduction. Many who have studied the 
operation of the law think this is not sufficient inducement 
and that the payments ought tp be from 20 .to _30 cents a 
bushel. If no more than $500,000,000, as presently authorizec:L 
is avail~ble f9r _the farm .PrOg!a!Jl, .the wheat raiser cannot 
expect much increase beyond 12 cents a bushel benefit pay
ments, which payment will be on acreage and not bushelage. 

Commodity loans 

I was extremely anxious to have incorporated in this bill a 
provision that loans granted corn growers should be extended 
to the growers of wneat, and I know that wheat growers 
throughout the country . will rejoice with me over the inclu
sion. of that section, which provides that not less than 55 and 
not inore. tnan 7.5 percent of the parity price shall be allowed 
wheat growerii through commodity loans. The parity price 
is now $1.17. As our Pacific Northwest wheat does not rank 
with eastern wheat in milling qualities, but is at a discount 
of abOut .10 cents a bushel, the resultant lending privilege to 
the Pacific Northwest will be about a · cent a pound, or 60 
cents a bushel. It is true that through commercial channels 
and the Production Credit AssoCiation the producer of wheat 
may now borrow a reasonable percentage of its commercial 
value. The object of such loans is to stabilize prices by 
fixirig ·a minirimm or bottom· price below which the product 
is not expected to fall. . While 60 cents is only about one
half of parity price, the farmer of the Northwest, backed by 
this guaranty, could at least plan to meet actual expenses if 
he farmed with care. I am very anxious to see this provi
sion retained in the act giving to wheat · growers the privileges 
extended to raisers of com-and cotton: 

Parity 

Parity price is that price which should be received for a 
commodity like wheat or cotton in order to give the grower · 
an unvarying purcb.asi.ng power for the products of industry. 
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These prices are averaged throughout the country and meas
ured by wages in industry through certain years. The re
sult is supposed to put the farmer on a parity, or selling and 
purchasing equality, with those in industry. The parity price 
on No.1 Northern Hard Wheat is $1.17. 

In speaking of parity we may distinguish between parity 
price and parity income. There may be a parity price for 
one commodity; lacking a parity price on other commodities 
the farmer may not have a parity income, or the same per
centage of the national income. Briefly stated, we mean by 
parity a price which will put the farmer on an equality with 
industry so far as the purchasing power of his products is 
concerned . . There is no group more definitely and vitally 
interested in . parity for the farmer than is industry. We ulti
mately .intend to limit our plan for parity prices to that part 
of the farm crop domestically consumed, leaving the farmer 
a competitor for foreign markets at world prices. It is the 
intention that the parity price shall give to the commodities 
to which it is applicable a purchasing power for farm neces
sities equal to the purchasing power the commodity enjoyed 
from 1909 to 1914, taken as a base period. 

What price parity? 

One bushel of wheat makes 62 pounds of bread, which 
costs the ultimate consumer $5.39, as of OCtober 15 last. 
Deducting the cost of other bread ingredients by formula of 

the Department of Agriculture, amounting . to 60.3 cents, we 
arrive at the wheat component selling price to the ultimate 
consumer of $4.79. Think of this, gentlemen, 1 bushel of 
wheat costs the ultimate consumer $4.79. Out of this the 
agencies beyond the mill receive $3.54. Out of the 60 pounds 
of wheat the miller secures 42.6 pounds of flour and 17.4 
pounds of bran. The combined wholesale price of this flour 
and bran at Minneapolis was $1.42 as of the above date. 
The average wheat price for October 1937 in Minneapolis 
was $1.27 and in- Kansas City was $1.06, quotations being 
on different kinds of wheat. The average white wheat price 
in Portland for October 1937 was 90 cents a bushel. 

Insurance of parity would cost about 20 cents per bushel, 
or one-third cent per loaf of bread. This is only 4 percent 
of what the ultimate consumer pays, or 5.5 percent of what 
the transporting, baking, and retailing agencies take out of a 
bushel of wheat sold to the ultimate consumer. 

I present herewith a table giving the wheat-bread yard
stick in order to point out the .low cost of parity so that my 
colleagues in the House may realize how little would guar
antee the wheat grower's prosperity and prevent his bank
ruptcy. Can our city friends afford to pass over the facts as 
measured by my yardstick? This minute price differential 
represents the difference between national prosperity arid 
national depression. Can we afford to trifle at this time 
with such a small margin? ' · 

The wheat-breact yarctstick 

One 60-pound bushel whe~t makes 62 pounds of bread. Average price of bread 51 cities, 8.7 cents pound. Consumer pays $5.39 for ·-
62 pounds bread or 62 loaves 

Selling price of 62 pounds bread, less other ingredients, $4.79. (Actual wheat 1n 62 pounds of bread) 

Cost (wholesale only) 
of flour, $1.25 

Transportation from mill and baker's and retailer's portion of 1 bushel of 
wheat, $3.54 

Miller's portion ______ $1.42 
(1 bushel of milled wheat) 

One bushel wheat makes 42.6 pounds flour,. sold wholesale for $1.25, and 17.4 pounds of bran. 
. valued at 17 cents · 

~· Co~ of parity per bushel equals 4 percent of what ultimate consumer pays and 5 percent of middleman'~ ~e-o1f 

o~ ¥.. cent. Cost of parity per loaf of bread 

The ever-normal granary 

The ever-normal granary is a much-used and much-abused 
term which concerns the problem of storage. By it, we mean 
the provision of a sufficient qUantity of a commodity held 
in storage to carry our people -through any emergency 'like 
drought and disaster. The idea is as old ·as agriculture itself; 
and it should be put into effect in this country. It will benent 
the producers, will guard against extortionate· prices while 
having the tendency to raise· prices ·from extreme depths. It 
has been said that such a granary would not be needed for our 
white wheat of the Northwest ,because we are always assured 
of an exportable surplus. I agree with that.as a general prop
osition, but I affirm that when the sale of our wheat is possible 
only through prices which mean Piin ~or the. f!1-rm~r. he is 
entitled to share in the benefits afforded by storage and in the 
loans provided for other commodities. . . -

frocessing taxes-Much ado about nothing . 
By a processing tax we mean collection of money . at . so 

many cents a bushel or a certain price on a hundred pounds 
of flour collected through the mill where the wheat is 

LXXXII--42 

ground. Practically all wheat is processed through a mill of 
some kind I>efore it is tised for human consumption.- Feed 
wheats are, of course, excluded, as are wheats used ·by the 
grower, for seed and other purposes. ·This processing ·tax 
was levied under the A. A. A. Act and was invalidated by the 
Suprem-e Court January 6, 1936. A tremendous amount of 
propaganda has been put through the mails and press and 
over the radio against the processing tax, but there never 
was a fairer tax imposed. The middleman took advantage 
of it to increase prices materially, using the processing tax 
as an excuse. It was a handy peg on which every chiseler 
could hang his excuses for overcharges. If it is again im
posed, as I think it should be, some method should be 
devised by which thiS small amount cannot be carried to the 
consumer, doubled or tripled for the profit of the II,liddleman. 
In other words, we may be approaching that period when 
we must, by law, follow the ~ominodities clear through to 
the consumer, making sure that prices fixed are equitably 
distributed in benefits. _ Something might be accomplished 
by requiring every baker to mark on the wrapper of each 
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loaf, "Government processing tax on this loaf is one-third 
of a cent." The Miller-Tydings Act established the prin
ciple that the producer has the right to fix the price of his 
product to the consumer. Just how we can make that prin
ciple applicable to the products of the farm remains yet to 
be discovered. It would seem that any long-range program 
should be based upon the assumption that users of any prod
uct of the farm should be willing to pay the cost of produc
tion with a reasonable margin of profit. 

The analysis which I have just given of the cost of 
guaranteeing parity to farmers is, of course, a justification of 
the proce~sing tax, and it ought to be conclusive evidence 
that we should not shy away from that method of collecting 
an almost negligible amount to be returned to the producer 
as a sort of crop-insurance fund. A more enlightened social 
age may have its laws interpreted by a court which will find 
constitutional such an act so essential to the welfare of the 
farming population. If the farmer cannot produce with 
some profit; he must, of necessity, become a charge on so
ciety and he will, in his downfall, wreck our whole economic 
fabric. He must be kept in a position to buy the products 
of industry and to make his tax contribution to the expenses 
of government. I was anxious to have a processing tax in
cluded in this bill and I fear its successful operation will be 
seriously retarded because of the lack of provision guarantee
ing more money for the basic commodities for which we are 
providing a program. It must be remembered that the proc
essing tax is a tariff-equalizing tax, to which the· farmer is 
entitled by every consideration of justice. The farm pro
gram must be financed in some manner. The country should 
not yield to the vicious propaganda apparently designed to 
force the farmer into servitude. There must be some en
lightened middlemen who will act from a sense of obligation 
to the public welfare and help the farmer toward stability. 

I realize full well that this brief discussion of technicalities 
is not adequate but it will at least stimulate inquiry. 

MONEY AND SPECULATION IN RELATION TO FADI PRICES 

Speculation 

Speculation in foodstuffs seems to me fundamentally 
wrong, as it forces the producer into an intolerable situation, 
and has a tendency to bear down prices. It should be pro
hibited or strictly regulated. I am well aware of the argu
ment of the millers who say, "We must have some place like 
the Chicago Board of Trade where we can sell wheat when 
we buy a quantity from a producer; we are millers and not 
speculators, and we simply cannot afford to take the chance 
of a big fall in the price, therefore, if we buy from a farmer, 
10,000 bushels of wheat, we must, in order to play safe, sell 
10,000 in the speculative market." 

Notwithstanding the value of this device to the millers, 
it is undoubtedly a tremendous handicap to producers who 
have, under the present practice, no voice in the making 
of prices for their products. There seems to be plenty of 
law upon the statute books to enable us to stop this wild 
speculation in foodstuffs, but there 1s obvious hesitancy 
in its administration in times of need, and the practice 
seems to be to undertake further investigations rather than 
to clamp down with the machinery already provided. There 
have been 15 years of provision for Federal regulation of 
the grain exchanges of the country, and in June of 1937, 
there had been one full year under the Commodity Exchange 
Act. This act was written into the statutes for the purpose 
of insuring fair practice and honest dealing on commodity 
exchanges which have annual trading accounts with an 
estimated value of $25,000,000,000. Since this trading 
in commodity futures has such a definite influence on agri
cultural prices, it is important to farmers that proper 
administration in their interest be assured. Undoubtedly the 
Department of Agriculture has at its command definite 
information which could be given to the country in place 
of the daily statements and denials of the press and ex
changes in regard to the crop situation in other countries. 
If there has been a great loss through freezing weather in 

the Argentine, that loss should be accurately estimated by 
the Government's experts kept there for observation and 
reports, and the actual facts should be made known to our 
people. There are farmers who have been brought to ruin 
through acceptance of misleading and unsatisfactory Gov
ernment reports. All of this service should be organized and 
carried on for the benefit of the producers and it should 
never be allowed to degenerate into an arm of the specula
tive business. There should be no confusion between grain 
trade propaganda and factual statements on conditions. 

Money 

In this discussion of the farm bill, I cannot enter into 
any satisfactory exposition of the money problem as related 
to commodity prices, and while I believe that it is essentially 
germane, I do not think the time is opportune. I must, 
however, state my belief that our commodity prices are 
bound up in the money question. Certainly the general 
advance in wheat prices from the low period of March 1933, 
has been in large part due to the change in the grains of 
gold in the dollar, which naturally increased commodity 
prices. Some of .us believe that if the President would 
cause to be issued the three billions of currency provided . 
in the old Triple A Act, the agricultural situation would be 
much relieved. It should be clearly understood that this in
crease of the currency would not affect world prices. The 
cry against so-called inflation is simply manufactured propa
ganda, and it should not be allowed to operate against a rea
sonable expansion of the currency which would materially aid 
agriculture. The actual governing force in this land which is 
felt in connection with every major effort in this Congress to 
distribute more fairly the wealth of the country is the in
fluence of so-called big business on the Atlantic border. It is 
really a big banker influence, it is a money power influence. 
Its tremendous effectiveness has just now been evidenced in 
actually changing the agenda of this special session of Con
gress from a program designed to protect the underprivileged 
to one bent upon guaranteeing additional benefits to the over
privileged. How, otherwise, can we explain the crushing of 
the people's power program and the demand for immediate 
action on the excess profits tax? 

In our international exchange of goods, we have not 
progressed beyond the practices of 2,000 years ago when 
traders began to measure values with metals of gold and 
silver. Our fetish worship of gold has led to the monstrous 
and absurd practice of burying in vaults in our country one
half of the monetary gold in the world, leading to un
numbered difficulties for those who trade and measure goods 
sold in the world's markets by the ounce of gold, which is 
the world's yardstick. When coupled with our trade bar
riers, it makes a serious situation for the American exporter. 

Those who cry ''Inflation!" when we speak of currency ex
pansion should remember that some countries have raised 
commodity prices through this method carefully guarded 
from overexpansion. When the World War was being 
fought, the French franc, in terms of gold, was worth 13 
to 16 cents; today it is worth 3.92 cents and in France the 
prices of wheat and other farm products are higher in the 
currency of the country. In Mexico, today, cotton is selling 
for 66 cents Mexican money. Mexican and French farmers 
can pay their debts and taxes in that cheapened money. 

SUMMARY 

We are asked why we do not bring in legislation covering 
all farm products. I reply that we should first successfully 
handle the five leading farm commodities, adding others as 
methods are worked out for protecting the prices of these 
articles in our own markets. The bill is necessarily somewhat 
sectional because of the nature of these products which are 
generally grown in such great quantities that the surplus be-
comes a problem. The cotton grower of the South must 
realize that the· wheat grower of the West should enjoy the 
protection for which he himself clamors. I make a plea for 
wheat not only because it is the chief agricultural product of 
my section, but because it is more nearly nationally grown 
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than any other one of the five commodities, being produced in 
greater or less quantity in 81 percent of the counties of the 
United States. We must make common cause as American 
citizens against the financial interests which are so short
sighted as to be willing to wreck the American farmer, and 
we must unite in a program applicable to farming conditions 
throughout the country. 

We are agreed on the program of withdrawal of submargi
nal lands which should never have been plowed; establish
ment of the ever-normal granary as a protection against dis
aster; and some yielding to control of production when 
accepted as necessary by majority vote. I think we shall ulti
mately agree that the money to finance the program which 
will stabilize prices must be raised by a processing tax and 
that the farmer must not look forward to continued sub
sidies from the Public Treasury. We shall also be brought to 
agreement on the readjustment of tariffs looking to the re
establishment of foreign trade, and the protection of our 
own people from the competition of agricultural products of 
the great commercial growers of countries like the Argentine. 
We want the tariff program drawn by those who will take 
the farmer into consideration. We know, further, that we 
are dependent upon purchasing power of the great masses of 
workers who are gathered in the manufacturing cities of 
America, and we must help to stabilize that purchasing power. 

I believe all our farmers would subscribe to a program 
which would comprehend five other points: 

First. Farm credit through the Government at a rate of 
interest as low as that given by the Government to any 
other class of borrowers, and a farm-credit system actually 
administered by those sympathetic with the farmer. 

Second. Equalization of the tax burden which now bears 
so heavily upon landowners. 

Third. Control of the gamblers who fix farm prices 
through speculative operations. 

Fourth. Adjustment of transportation rates in the inter
est of the shipper as well as those of the carrier, with actual 
competition between rail, water, and trucks. 

Fifth. A supply of farm machinery and farm implements 
produced at fair prices free from monopolistic control. 

If there were any legislation which would guarantee us 
these fundamentally important conditions, we farmers could 
feel that we were living on farms we really owned rather 
than existing temporarily on lands which we cultivate solely 
for mortgageholders and tax gatherers. What will happen 
if we cannot be assured such economic conditions? Natu
rally, we will be governed by the law of the jungle, the sur
vival of the fittest. Farmers will be ruined, insurance com
panies, mortgage companies, and manufacturers will feel the 
result and unparalleled disaster will follow. Farmers must 
fight and they must unite for the fight. · We must have 
proper laws, and we must, if necessary, have constitutional 
amendments. I am comforted to remember that there were 
three Supreme Court judges who recognized the justice of 
the Triple A Act. We are not helpless in this matter of 
the constitutionality of laws for the general good. We can 
provide different numbers for decisions and we can provide 
a fixed term for judges who are prone to become dictatorial 
and selfish under a guaranty of life tenure. There are 
remedies and there are weapons which were put into our 
hands by our forefathers. 

Speaking for the wheat farmers who survived 1932 with 
wheat prices lower in the United States than in western 
Europe, where they were lower than at any time since Shake
speare wrote, I can say that we take comfort in the fact that 
the quantity of wheat consumed in the United States is fairly 
constant, though slightly decreasing because of changes of 
food habits, some of which are dictated by folly and fashion. 
When times are prosperous people eat more vegetables and 
meat, though the added money keeps the purchase of wheat 
products somewhat stable. We know we cannot expect the 
people of the United States to use all the wheat we raise and 
we know it would not be safe to cut our production to do-

mestic consumption, so we must, for safety, produce a surplus 
for storage and for export. Our export quantity should not, 
through a series of years, exceed a hundred million bushels 
annually. We can, in ordinary years, produce 720,000,000 
bushels on 60,000,000 acres, which would leave about 50,-
000,000 bushels for export. Today, as we attempt legis
lation for the wheat farmer, we have 57,000,000 acres of 
winter wheat growing and 23,000,000 acres of spring grain 
yet to be sown, with a probable carry-over of 200,000,000 
bushels on July 1, 1938. Surely, we all realize that the prob
lem is intricate and complicated. The powerful financial 
interests must be made to see that our farm program is 
essential to the national welfare. 

I am glad the President said in a recent message-
! hope and believe the Supreme Court will not again deny the 

farmers the protection which it now accords to others. 

In the long run, public opinion will prevail, and it will sup
port good laws. Therefore I feel sure it will support the 
farmer. Chiseled on the beautiful Supreme Court Building 
are the words, "Equal justice under law." May those who 
make the laws, and those who interpret the laws, and those 
who administer the laws, not forget that this means justice 
for the producer as well as for the consumer. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks and also include in the 
RECORD my yardstick. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is tHere objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEYJ. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, for more than 10 months, 

as a member of the Committee on Agriculture, I have given 
very careful thought and study to the farm problem. Our 
committee has worked faithfully and diligently in an effort 
to draft an adequate farm measure and to bring to this 
House a well-rounded program. 

At the outset I want to iterate and reiterate that I hate 
and despise the thought of permanently controlling Ameri
can agriculture by Federal legislation; but however obnoxious 
the term "control" may be, it is not quite as obnoxious and 
as offensive as the words "bankruptcy" and "starvation." 
Although I hate the idea of control, I believe that in the 
present situation it is not only the part of wisdom but it is 
actually a national necessity. We have attempted under 
the soil-conservation program to accomplish the desired end 
by means of a voluntary program which permitted partial 
compliance. We now find ourselves buried beneath a great 
abundance, the ill effects of which are visited upon the 
farmers of the Nation. Throughout the country there is a 
great demand for "control." Some people want voluntary 
control and others want compulsory control. I take the 
position and have consistently maintained that there is only 
one kind of control, and that is compulsory control. All 
other types are nothing more nor less than voluntary cooper
ation, which has miserably failed in the tobacco sections of 
the country, as evidenced by the failure of the Tri-State 
Tobacco Cooperative Marketing Association and other efforts 
on the part of farmers to orderly market the production of 
their fields. I still look forward to the time when all Ameri
can farmers can go forth in the spring and plant freely and 
in the fall harvest generously, with the assurance that they 
will be able to market their commodities at a profitable 
price; but until we find the markets, either at home or 
abroad, it certainly appears to be the part of wisdom to 
control the marketing of crops in interstate and foreign 
commerce. 

At one time I think I was perhaps the only man on the 
Agriculture Committee of the House who stood for the com
pulsory-control features which are now incorporated in the 
bill under consideration. I tried to think conscientiously our 
situation through. During the deliberations of the com
mittee, prior to the convening of the present session and 



660 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE DECEMBER 1 
subsequent thereto, I was conscious of the fact that at the last 
session of Congress we adopted Senate Joint Resoltuion 207, 
in which is stated: 

Whereas it is the sense of Congress that the permanent farm 
legislation should be based upon the following fundamental prin
ciples-

Eight general principles are enumerated, the fourth of 
which reads as follows: 

That control of agricultural surpluses above the ever-normal
granary supply is necessary to safeguard the Nation's investment 
1n loans and to protect farmers against a price collapse due to 
bumper yields resulting in production beyond all domestic and 
foreign need. 

I was also conscious of the fact that pursuant to that 
resolution Congress set apart and earmarked $130,000,000 of 
the funds available under section 32 of Public Law No. 320, 
Seventy-fourth Congress, for the years 1938 and 1939, for 
the purpose of a price-adjustment payment with respect to 
the 1937 cotton crop; the payments provided to be made-

To cotton producers who have complied with the provisions of 
the 1938 agricultural. adjustment program formulated under the 
legislation contemplated by Senate Joint Resolution 207, Seventy
fifth Congress~ 

I did not feel that the cotton farmers could in good faith 
expect to receive the 3 cents per pound subsidy on the 1937 
cotton crop provided in the legislation I have mentioned 
unless we actually enacted an agricultural-adjustment pro
gram for 1938 based upon the principles mentioned in Sen
ate Joint Resolution 207, which clearly contemplated "control 
of agricultural surpluses." 

Several committee prints contained provisions imposing a 
processing tax upon cotton, wheat, and the other commodi
ties mentioned in the bill except tobacco, with the idea in 
mind of raising an additional" $100,000,000 for cotton, $100,-
000,000 for wheat, $75,000,000 for corn, and $11,000,000 for 
rice, which. added to the $500,000,000 which is to be provided 
for the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act and 
the $125,000,000 which has been made available for agricul
ture from what is known as section 32 funds, would make 
the bill cost in the neighborhood of a billion dollars. Dur
ing the consideration of this general farm legislation con
taining the provisions I have just referred to I was unable to 
reconcile the efforts of our committee to add to the cost of 
the bill approxilriately $300,000,000 for the purpose of "pur
chasing compliance" with a control program with the state
ment of the Secretary of the Treasury to the effect that 
honest effort would be made to balance the Federal Budget 
without imposing additional taxes, and that he expected to 
be able to curtail governmental expenditures to the extent 
of $700,000,000, which curtailment contemplated a reduction 
in the amount which we expect . to be made available for 
agriculture. I was also mindful of the fact that the Su
preme Court had definitely held in the Butler case that we 
could not use Federal funds for the purpose of "purchasing 
compliance" with contracts, the effect of which was to control 
production of agricultural commodities, and had definitely 
stated that control of production was a field in which the 
Federal Government had no right to enter. In view of 
the situation as I viewed it, I consistently opposed the proc
essing-tax provisions in tbe farm bill and took the position 
that iil the event it was deemed necessary or advisable to 
add to the cost of the farm bill that the additional revenue 
should be raised by the Ways and Means Committee, which 
committee is familiar with all of the avenues that are open 
for possible additional taxation and better qualified to devise 
some method of raising additional revenue which would 
cause the tax burden to fall more evenly and more equitably 
upon the shoulders of the taxpayers of this great Nation 
rather than upon particular groups. I have had very little 
experience in the field of taxation, and I believe that if a 
processing tax is to be imposed that it should be imposed by 
the proper committee--the Ways and Means Committee. I 
am opposed to the processing tax for the reason that I have 
the feeling that its ill effects are visited upon cotton pro
ducers and the producers of other commodities upon which 
the tax is imposed. Either one of two groups of our citi-

zens would certainly bear the burden of any processing tax 
which might be imposed upon cotton, either the cotton pro
ducer, whom we are trying to help, or the consumer of 
rotton goods, to wit, the man who wears cotton socks cotton 
shirts, cotton overalls, and overall jumpers in either the 
rural or urban districts of the Nation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Massa-

chusetts. . 
Mr. McCORMACK. Is it necessary for the Ways and 

Means Committee to levy more taxes as a result of this bill. 
in the gentleman's opinion? 

Mr. COOLEY. In answer to the gentleman's question I 
will say that it is not necessary but it may be advisable. ' 

Mr. McCORMACK. But it is not advisable? 
Mr. COOLEY. I will not say that it is not advisable. 
Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 
Mr. COX. Was it contemplated by the gentleman's com-

mittee that such a tax would be levied? 
Mr. COOLEY. At one time during the deliberations of 

the committee the bill we had under consideration contem
plated the raising of additional revenue, but I believe that 
the conclusion finally reached was that the entire member
ship of the committee would support a request that agri
culture be given the full flat sum of $500,000,000 and in addi
tion thereto the funds made available under section 32 
which has already been set apart for the benefit of agri~ 
culture. 

Mr. McCORMACK. We included that in last year's tax 
bill and if that is so I am glad to hear it. It is a message 
to the country and to the members of the Ways and Means 
Committee that we are not confronted with the problem of 
levying additional taxes to meet any obligations under this 
bill .. 

Mr. COOLEY. I think this bill can be carried out in the 
next year for not in excess of $565,000,000, the 500 mil
lion being the amount set apart for the entire soil-con
servation program and the 65 million the balance available 
under section 32 after deducting the amount which has here
tofore been made available for the cotton price-adjustment 
program. 

Mr. McCORMACK. There are $125,000,000 customs re
ceipts which are available sometime. 

Mr. COOLEY. Approximately that much each year. 
. Mr. LAMBETH. Will the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. COOLEY. I yield to my colleague, the gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. LAMBETH. I would like to inquire how much is be
ing used of the $125,000,000 provided in section 32? 

Mr. COOLEY. Sixty-five million dollars of the section 32 
fund is to be used each year for the next 2 years in making 
the cotton price-adjustment payments. I do not know how 
much of the remainder of the fund has actually been ex
pended or will be expended during the coming years but it 
is all available for the purpose specified in the act. 

Mr. · ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield there for a correction? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; I am glad to yield. . 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. As I understand, $130,-

000,000 of these funds are appropriated to pay the 3-cent 
subsidy on 65 percent of the 1937 crop. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is correct. Sixty-five mil
lion dollars of the 1938 fund and $65,000,000 of the 1939 
fund, making a total of $130,000,000, has been set apart 
for cotton. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. So it will all be paid in 
1938? -

Mr. COOLEY. It will be paid in 1938 upon the 1937 crop. 
Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairm_an, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. Yes; I yield for a brief question. 
Mr. MICHENER: If the:r_:e are coming into the Treasury 

now vast sums for the taxes under the Social Security Act, 
if these sums are being used, as they are, for the running 
expenses of the Government, and if business should revive 
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and more social-security tax money should come in this 
year, might not these sums be applied here without any 
additional taxes? 
· Mr. COOLEY. I do not think that it would be proper to 
use the social-security taxes for such purpose. 

Mr. McCORl\fACK. If the gentleman will yield, of course, 
the gentleman does not want to confuse his able argument 
on farm relief with the matter of the taxes mentioned in the 
question of the gentleman from Michigan. These questions 
have no relationship one to the other. 

Mr. COOLEY. I quite agree with the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. MICHENER. They ought not to have a relationship 
but they do. The funds are being used. 

Mr. COOLEY. Other civilizations have suffered and 
perished because of a scarcity of food and feed, and fuel and 
fiber, but few if any civilizations have suffered as we are 
suffering on account of an abundance. While we have many 
problems of great importance, I believe that the one word, 
"abundance," embraces a multitude of them and certainly 
the major problems which confront this Nation at the pres
ent time. We have an abundance of labor, an abundance 
of idleness, an abundance of poverty, yet we have an abun
dance of everything that the idle and the poverty-stricken 
need and want. In addition to the visible abundance Amer
ica has a tremendous reservoir of wealth and treasure yet 
untapped and untouched. 

Somehow I think that those who will come upon the 
stage of action 50, yea, 25 years from now will look back 
upon us as fools for failing to find a fair, a just, and an 
equitable distribution system which would enable us to pre
vent suffering and distress in a ·land of abundance and 
plenty. 

Through the years mankind has s~ught for and has fought 
for a fair and a just system of government. Even though 
"human welfare" is the specific and precise object of our 
Government we are today still groping in the darkness, 
searching for a more perfect system, a system which will en
able us to distribute evenly and equitably the products of 
our fields and factories. This bill is a humble and sincere 
effort. It is a bold and courageous approach to the solution 
of a great and vital problem. 

The farm problem, the problem with which we are now 
dealing, is of first magnitude and of paramount importance. 
It is a fundamental problem, vital to the life and welfare 
and the happiness of our people. If the problem with which 
we are now dealing is one of such importance, let us in the 
course of this debate rise to the Jull stature of political man
hood and lift ourselves above the passions and prejudices of 
partisan politics and in the noble and manly spirit of true 
Americans meet the problem face to face in an honest effort 
to find a solution. Let us break down the barriers to social 
betterment and lift the "bold peasants" of agriculture to 
their proper place in our national economy. To do this we 
need only to apply the ancient rule of righteousness and to 
pursue the true course of justice and truth. This we must 
do if we would save our Nation from the graveyards of 
governments which have been lost in the decay of the 
centuries. · 

Mankind cannot ruthlessly rob nature and escape with 
impunity. Either we of this generation or those who are to 
come after us must pay the heavy penalty which is in
evitably imposed by that great power which directs the 
destinies of man and controls the forces of nature. For 
decades American farmers and lumbermen have cruelly 
wasted and ruthlessly exploited our forests and the fertility 
of our topsoil. The bill we are now considering extends 
the provisions and the benefits of the Soil Conservation Act 
which has operated with almost universal approval We 
have embarked upon a program for agriculture which will 
enable our farmers to replenish their depleted forests and 
rebuild and preserve the topsoil of the farm ·lands of the 
Nation. Now, by this act we are making a bold attempt to 
give the farmers of America the benefit · of the protection 
of the interstate- and foreign-commerce clause of the· Fed-
eral Constitution. · 

PROCESS TAX 

My allotment of time will not permit a detailed discussion 
of the many provisions of this bill, which contains 86 pages. 
I shall, therefore, devote the major portion of my time to 
the discussion of the provisions which deal with the market
ing of tobacco. 

All tobacco is produced for market and moves almost 
wholly in interstate and foreign commerce. It is sold on a 
Nation-wide market and through the stream of interstate 
and foreign commerce finds its way to the markets of the 
world. Approximately 750,000 farm families are engaged 
in producing and marketing tobacco. History refiects clearly 
the inability of tobacco farmers to effectively organize for 
the purpose of marketing their product. Never before until 
the Federal Government furnished the machinery were they 
able to successfully cooperate so as to provide an adequate 
and balanced fiow of their commodity in interstate and 
foreign commerce. The disorderly marketing of tobacco 
causes overcrowding and congestion of existing facilities of 
commerce and materially affects the volume marketed in 
both interstate and foreign commerce. When large and 
burdensome stocks are on hand, manufacturers, buyers, and 
dealers naturally offer lower prices, all of which aggravates 
the unhappy plight of the farmer. When great surpluses 
accumulate, the disastrous effect is always visited upon the 
farmer and is never reflected in the price which the ultimate 
consumer is required to pay for the finished product. 

There is little, if any, relationship between the prices 
received by the farmers and the price paid by the consumer. 
The wholesale and retail prices at which tobacco products 
are sold are influenced by the unusually great amount of 
fixed and invariable elements of cost, such as the Federal 
tax and the policies of manufacturers and dealers. 
. The average price received by farmers for all types of 
tobacco in the United States declined from 18.3 cents per 
pound in 1929 to 10.5 cents per pound in 1932, and as a 
result farmers' income from tobacco declined from $281,000,-
000 to $107,000,000 for the same period. At the same time, 
the wholesale price of cigarettes was advanced from $6 per 
thousand to $6.85 per thousand, and the profits of 52 leading 
tobacco manufacturers increased from $134,000,000 to 
$146,000,000. 

The Federal Trade Commission; in its agricultural income 
inquiry, states that in 1934, 13 principal tobacco manufac
turers purchased the equivalent of 64 percent of the crop, 
and the 3 largest of such manufacturers a quantity equal 
to 46.2 percent of the crop. These same 13 corporations 
sold over 97 percent of the cigarettes, over 90 percent 
of the smoking tobacco, over 75 percent of the chewing to
bacco, and over 98 percent of the snuff produced . in the 
United States in 1934. · The three companies reporting, 
respectively, the largest sales of cigarettes, of smoking to
baccos, of chewing tobacco, and of snuff accounted for 80.1 
percent, 64.8 percent, 68.7 percent, and 95.3 percent, respec
tively, of the 1934 production of these products. 

No one will question the right of the Federal Government, 
under the interstate-commerce clause of the Federal Con
stitution, to regulate the facilities of commerce. I am like
wise sure that no one will question the right of Congress, 
by legislation, to exclude from commerce articles which are 
inherently bad such as harmful drugs, narcotics, gambling 
devices, intoxicating liquors, and the like. If we have the 
right to prohibit and to exclude, it seems to me that we 
would naturally have the right to regulate and control the 
fiow of the commodities which move into the stream of 
and upon the facilities of both interstate and foreign com
merce without applying a test of morality and without the 
necessity of testing the article for the purpose of ascertain
ing whether or not it is immoral, vicious, or calculated to 
impair or destroy the health, the mind, or the character of 
our people. 

In the event a sovereign State seeks to impose burdens upon 
interstate commerce, notwithstanding the character of the 
commodity with which it is dealing, certainly no one would 
suggest that the Federal -Government under the interstate
commerce clause of the Federal Constitution would have no 
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right to remove the burden. I am sure that there is ample 
authority to justify this position. If the Federal Govern
ment in removing a burden on commerce placed upon it by 
a State law need not inquire into·the character of the article 
or commodity which the State is attempting to deal with, 
and if the Federal Government has a right to exclude from 
commerce articles which are manufactured in violation of 
State laws, it appears to me logical that Congress has a right 
to regulate the flow of farm commodities in interstate and 
foreign commerce. If the marketing of an abnormal surplus 
actually casts a physical burden upon the facilities of com
merce and at the same time results in disastrously low prices, 
bankruptcy, and starvation to the farm population, and at 
the same time fails to benefit the ultimate consumer, it ap
pears that the Federal Government would have a right to 
regulate the flow of such commodities in commerce. The 
reverse of this situation is that in the event of abnormally 
low yields of agricultural commodities these same facilities 
of commerce must remain idle and the ultimate consumer 
required to pay unusually high prices for the necessities of 
life. By regulating the flow of farm commodities in inter
state commerce Congress may prevent disastrously low prices 
to producers and unusually high prices to consumers and 
relieve the facilities of commerce from extraordinary burdens 
by Federal legislation which regulates yet provides for an 
adequate and balanced flow year in and year out of farm 
commodities which find their way into the stream of inter
state and foreign commerce. 

Objection has been made to the provisions of the bill which 
requires the Secretary to conduct a referendum among farm
ers who are to be subjected to the quota provisions for the 
purpose of determining whether or not such farmers are op
posed to the imposition of such quotas. The objection is 
made on the ground that it constitutes an unconstitutional 
delegation of legislative power. The proposed legislation 
authorizes and directs the Secretary of Agriculture, upon 
ascertaining a given set of facts, to announce a marketing 
quota to apply to a certain agricultural commodity. The an
nouncement will be made before quotas are actually put into 
operation, but for all intents and purposes the quotas so 
imposed by such announcement remain in full force and 
effect as a matter of law, but thereafter, if the Secretary, 
after conducting the referendum, finds that more than one
third of those voting in the referendum are opposed to the 
quotas, he shall announce the result of the referendum and 
such quota shall not become effective. I assume that no 
one will question the primary standard which Congress pro
poses to lay down to guide the Secretary in making his first 
determination with respect to the marketing quota. If we 
have a right to pass a Federal law to become operative upon 
the happening of a future event, to wit, certain determina
tion to be made by the person designated for that purpose, 
and would stop there, I assume that no one would question 
the constitutionality of the act as being an unwarranted 
delegation of legislative power. Now in this act we go a 
step further and require the same person who in the first 
instance makes the determination to do something more, to 
wit, conduct a referendum for the purpose of determining 
whether or not the law shall become operative. Since the 
referendum is subsequently required instead of being an ex
tension of the delegation of power through the Secretary to 
those subject to the marketing quota, it appears that it is 
actually a limitation imposed by Congress upon the exercise 
of that power. Upon a certain determination the law be
comes operative. Upon a certain subsequent operation the 
law becomes inoperative. 

In the first instance the Secretary's determination is based 
upon statistical data. In the second instance it is based 
upon the wishes of more than two-thirds of the citizens to 
be affected by the law. If the statute shall become effective 
upon the happening of a contingency in the first instance, 
why not upon the happening of a different contingency in 
the second instance? The provisions objected to delegate no 
creative power. It presents only the question of whether a 
regulation may become effective unless one-third of those 

voting are opposed to the regulation. I am frank to confess 
that I do not know of any Supreme Court decision dealing 
with a Federal statute exactly in point, but it appears that 
the principle here proposed is analogous to the local-option 
laws which have now become generally recognized as con
stituting a valid delegation of power. In many cases involv
ing local-option laws and zoning ordinances, emphasis is 
placed upon the fact that the contingency or event upon 
which the making of the law effective depends may be the 
approval of persons immediately interested. 

The local-option feature of the statute does not delegate to the 
counties the power to declare what the law shall be or how it 
shall operate when it becomes effective, but it enables the coun
ties, respectively, to determine by an election whether certain pro
visions of a complete statute shall become operative in the par
ticular counties. This is not an unconstitutional delegation of 
lawmaking powers (Whitaker v. Parsons, 86 So. 247; Rippey v. 
Texas, 193 U. S. 504; Comm. v. Bennett, 108 Mass. 270; Cheyney v. 
Sammons, 57 So. 196; City of Spokane v. Camp, 76 Pac. 770; Florid4 
v. Atlantic Coast Line By Co., 47 So. 969). 

An act of the State of California providing for the creation 
of cooperative irrigation districts by petition and the voting 
of landowners, which districts, when so created, should have 
a designated form with prescribed powers, including the 
power to make assessments, was held not to constitute an 
invalid delegation of power (Fallbrook IrrigatiO'z. District v. 
Bradley, 164 U.S. 112). It is competent for the legislature 
to enact a law complete in itself to take effect of its own. 
force upon the happening of a contingency. The provisions 
of an act that a law take effect upon the casting of a desig
nated affirmative vote provided for in the act is to make. 
the act complete in itself, effective upon the happening of 
the stated contingency. This contingency is the affirmative 
vote, and there can be no valid objection to such selection 
by the law as the basis upon which the complete terms of the 
act are to operate. 

The case of the United States against Edwards, decided 
July 22, 1937, by the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Circuit, has held the producer-approval provisions of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act valid in the following language: 

The fact that if the findings satisfy the statutory requirements . 
for the regulation but the order "shall become effective" only on 
the making of the marketing· agreement and consent of the grow
ers, confers merely the power of negation and not of creation on 
the shippers. • • • . 

We think it clear that there is no delegation of legislative au
thority to private individuals affected by the provisions of the 
act which are assailed here. It is the Secretary who makes the 
decisions and issues the orders; not the growers or handlers, whose 
approval he must have. 

We therefore conclude that the act before us contains no dele· 
gation of legislative authority either to the Secretary or to private 
individuals. 

If the referendum provisions of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act are valid-and they have been specifically so held 
by the circuit court of appeals in California-there can be 
no question about the provisions with which we are here 
concerned. 

The very nature of the law we are about to enact de
pends upon the public will for its wisdom, and none of us 
need to feel that our confidence or our courage is impaired 
by being willing to ascertain the wishes of the group of pro
ducers affected and making this the contingency upon which 
the operation of the law will depend. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GILCHRIST]. 

Mr. Gll.JCHRIST. Mr. Chairman, it is always easy to 
find fault. One of the lesser poets said that it is a meaner 
part of sense to find a fault than to taste an excellence. 
There are 435 of us, and unanimity of opinion is neither de
sirable nor possible. I do not expect my friend to agree with 
me 100 percent of the time, for then he would not be my 
friend. There would be something wrong with him or with 
me if we always held the same views and opinions and beliefs. 

There are many things about this bill concerning which 
we may disagree. I believe many statements in the minority 
report are correct. -I believe the American market belongs 
to the American farmer. Certainly, it does not belong to the 
foreign farmer. Insofar as we are able to produce agri-
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cultural products in America we ought to give the American 
farmer leave to do so. 

I also believe in many of the principles of the dual-price 
bills for agricultural products which have been before Con
gress and have received public discussion. There were, for 
example, the McNary-Haugen bill and the domestic-allot
ment bill, both dual-price bills which set up plans whereby 
there would be one price for agricultural production which is 
consumed in the domestic market and another for produc
tion which goes into the foreign market: There are before 
us now several such bills, including the Eicher-Massingale 
bill, which provides for cost of production· and also for a 
dual price. 

In every industry society owes it to the workman to pay 
him the cost of production. I am wearing a pair of shoes, 
you are wearing a pair, and everybody else is, and I say to 
you that society owes it to the men who made these shoes 
that they should get a price for their labor which will enable 
them and their families to live happily and enjoy the comforts 
of a Christian civilization in this twentieth century. There
fore, I can go along with the principles of the bills which 
seek to give cost of production to American farmers. But it 
is certain that we are not going to have a chance to pass 
such a bill, and I want to support the best bill I can. The 
perfect farm bill will never be written. Further, notwith
stand5ng the remarks this afternoon of my good friend, the 
gentleman from Kansas, I would like to give dairymen more 
protection under this b111, and see to it that sanitary regu
lations should be put into force so as to require the importer 
of foreign dairy products . to meet the same sanitary require
ments the American producer or manufacturer of dairy 
products must meet. 

I believe these things are almost axiomatic. Neverthe
less, as was stated by the eminent gentleman from Mis
souri yesterday, I want to vote for the best bill for which 
I have an opportunity to vote. · I do not believe I ought 
to reject a chance to help just because the bill does not 
suit me in all of its particul.ars. I know that a perfect 
farm bill will never be passed. 

In this connection may I call attention to the statements 
which have been made here that the farm organizations 
do not favor this bill. This may be true, but it is for di
ametrically opposite reasons that they do not favor the bill. 
One of the farm organizations maintains that this bill is 
not drastic enough and that it ought to have strict com
pulsory features in it, and this group is therefore against the 
bill. Another farm organization contends there should be 
no compulsory features whatever, and it is therefore against 
the bill. A large number of my friends are against the 
bill because it does not provide for cost of production. 

We ought to discover what is the best thing we can get, 
what is the best thing for· which we can vote, an·d then 
support that sort of a bill. It is already apparent that this· 
is the only bill, or one substantially like it, that we will have 
a chance to consider; and we ought to examine it to discover 
whether or not it will do good to agriculture. I believe it will. 

Coming down town this morning, I read an editorial in 
the paper stating that the bill controls crop production. As 
regards corn-and I speak for corn, being on the subcom
mittee which has considered the com situation-this bill 
does not deal at all with the production of corn. A man 
in the corn country can plant and produce just as much 
corn as he wants. 

Mr. BOILEAU. lVI.r. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield. 
Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman will admit, however, that 

as far as corn is concerned the farmer can plant only as 
much as he is allotted under the soil-conservation program. 
The conservation program is tied right in with this bill. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I am talking about the criticisms 
made against this bill. The conservation bills are already 
the law, and no move is being made to repeal them. Cer
tainly they do not provide for less production. They look 
forward to a long-time program to conserve and safeguard 
production. This bill does not- lay a hand upon a corn pro
ducer at all until the time comes after he has planted his 

corn and grown it-and it may never come-when the. Sec
retary finds there is going to be a very large production of· 
corn. Even then the Secretary does not try to control or 
prevent production, but, instead, he goes to the producer 
and says, "Mr. Jones, there is an abnormally high produc
tion this year, and prices will be so low as to ruin you and 
your neighbor. You and he should store a small part of your 
crop in cribs on your farm so a.s to hold the market on a 
level basis until the time shall come-as it surely will
when there is a demand for your surplus. In the meantime 
we will loan you money on your surplus if you need such 
a loan. In any event, do not injure yourself and your 
neighbor by refusing to do your small part." 

As early as August the Secretary can discover what the 
production is going to be; and if it will be an abnormal pro-· 
duction which will affect prices and commerce, he will ask· 
farmers to put a small part of that corn into a warehouse 
and warehouse it on the farm. The farmer will not be 
forced to sell it in the markets and · give the speculator a 
chance to gamble with it. If the farmer needs some money 
to carry on, they will lend him money upon that warehoused 
corn at a cheap rate. 

When Mr. Jones is told this, I say that as a good citizen 
and out of regard for himself as well as his neighbors who 
are all interested in the price of corn, he ought to go. along 
with his neighbors and not be what ·the labor men out in my 
country call a scab. 

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? · 
. Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield. 

Mr. REILLY. Can the Secretary order the warehousing 
of the corn without a vote of the farmers? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I am going to come to that. It is 
provided that the Secretary, when there is a very large 
amount of corn as compared with the experience of the past 
10 years, amounting to 2,858,000,000 bushels, can declare · 
that the quota is on, and he then tells the farmer what part 
he must warehouse. The bill provides for a secret referen
dum vote of the farmers who will be affected, and if one
third of them are against the proposal then there shall 
be no quota and no man will be required to put even the · 
small part of his production under seal. But it is a matter· 
of dispute as to just how far that referendum can control 
the matter. The minority report states that the finding 
of the Secretary becomes absolute. My good friend and 
eminent jurist, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GWYNNE], 
says that the minority is in error, and he put into the RECORD 
some authorities which indicate that under the separability 
clause of the bill the. whole marketing quota will go down 
if the referendum goes down. My own opinion is that the 
failure of the referendUm. will not affect the rest of the bill, 
but I am ·saying also that it is· a brave constitutional lawyer
who is willing to predict just exactly what the Supreme 
Court will decide about it in a year from now. 

I now yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. If the Secretary does invoke the as

sumed powers we are speaking about and forces the ware
housing of the corn on the farm, where is the· farmer to 
secure the money with which to buy the material to build 
the new barn within which to store the corn? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I may answer you by saying that the 
proposal is to lend him money which he can use to improve 
his farm, and every farmer in the corn country ought to 
have a corncrib, and I believe that 99 percent of them do 
have suitable corncribs. I have lived all my life in the 
center of a great corn-producing area and I do not know 
of any farmer who does not have a corncrib of some kind. 
It may be he would have to fix it up a little, but he can 
run a partition through for the sealed part if he wants to, 
and there would not be a great amount of hardship. They 
all have corncribs anyway, and if they do not, then they 
really ought to have, for their own benefit. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In the sections of the country where 
acreage is being shifted from other crops to corn, in my 
travels I have noticed in the last 3 years that such cribs are 
not available." 
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Mr. GILCHRIST. They are available in the commercial 

area. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. I think the gentleman will find in his 

own State where I have lived, when you go into warehousing 
corn, under such a program as this, additional corn space 
will have to be provided. If the farmer goes to the bank 
and borrows the money and puts up a new crib or provides 
additional space and the program is changed within a year 
or two, his space is worthless to him. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I will say to my friend from Michigan 
that storage will not be required often-perhaps once in 
every 8 or 10 years-and when it is required no great amount 
of the whole product of any one farmer will need to be 
sealed. He will have plenty outside of the seal. I can
not agree that such a corncrib is a worthless increase to his 
farm. There is no improvement upon a man's farm that 
would be of more value than to have a corncrib if he does 
not now have one. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am talking about additional corn·· 
storage space. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I do not know the districts to which the 
gentleman refers, but I am very familiar with my section of 
the country, which is in the heart· of the corn area. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me ask the gentleman this ques
tion, as a member of the committee. Is it not true that in 
the Southern States they are shifting to the production of 
corn. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. It may be true. And it is true that the 
Southern States are not affected by this bill one whit, bP.
cause they are not in the commercial corn area, and when 
such a time shall come, then it ·would be proper for Con
gress to take care of that situation. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes; that is a fine point to bring out. 
Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. Yes. 
Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman has referred to the 

commercial com areas. I note in the reports that the State 
of Michigan is included as one of the States in that area. 
I find upon investigation, and as shown to the House by the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN] with his map, 
there are but three counties in the State of Michigan in 
the commercial com area and these three counties come 
within the district that I have the honor to represent. If 
those three counties in my district are controlled by the 
quota and are entirely surrounded by counties in the same 
district not controlled by the quota, then will my farmers 
living within those three counties be compelled to store this 
corn or suffer the penalty, while their neighbors, with just 
as good fields and just as good corn and within less than 
a half mile distant, be permitted to grow all the com they 
want and not be controlled? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. In regard to that matter, which has 
been bruited about here as a great objection to the bill, I 
say to the gentleman from Michigan that this bill does not 
affect any county which does not raise more than four bush
els of corn to the acre and does not affect a farmer who does 
not raise more than 400 bushels to the farm, and if the gen
tleman's people do not raise any more than that, they will 
not be affected by the bill, and they ought not to be because 
of two very important reasons. One of them looks to the 
constitutionality of the act, and the other to the workabil
ity of it. It would cost more, and consequently reflect into 
the amount the farmers would get who are in the commercial 
corn area, to go out and measure the contents of thousands 
of small storage allotments where there is such a small per
centage of corn, for the cost of administration in such areas 
would be prohibitive arid would absorb the amounts which 
should go to the farmers. Secondly, let me say that this 
bill is a commerce bill, and it ties itself into the constitu
tionality of the act because being a commerce bill we find. 
that the com grown by those who are outside of the com-· 
mercia! com area does not go into interstate commerce. 
Such are the findings of the comniittee, as the gentleman 
will see if he has read the report. Therefore, in order to 

~reserve that constitutionality the committee thought it had 
to make the bill as it now·is. 

Mr. MICHENER. I am wondering if the gentleman is quite 
correct there. In my country we do not ship corn out as corn, 
and yet we come within the commercial production area 
because we produce the corn, and we buy corn from lllinoiS 
and other States for feeder purposes, and this bill attempt$ 
to bring us under the commerce clause of the Constitution 
by a recitation of the fact that corn makes hogs and so on. 
We do not ship corn as corn, but we ship com as livestock, 
so that it seems to me the gentleman's explanation in respect 
to the commerce clause is not relevant. · 

Mr. GILCHRIST. If the gentleman has read the com
mittee report, he has discovered that they have incorpo
rated the findings of fact regarding that matter of inter
state Gommerce. In order to save the constitutionality of the 
act Congress ought to know the facts under which it becomes 
necessary to control interstate commerce, and that is why 
those facts are put into the report, and as regards the corn 
features of the act, there is a better statement of fact to 
support the constitutionality of the act than is made with 
regard to any other of the five commodities. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Yes. I may say to my friend from 
Minnesota, that I am glad to yield to him. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman is giving 
a very fine explanation of the bill. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. And I am glad that he is 

doing so. There are 48,000,000 acres of corn land in the 
commercial corn area and 54,000,000 acres outside of the 
commercial corn area. Does the gentleman believe that 
there will be any expansion of corn production in the 54,-
000,000 acres outside of the commercial com area? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. So far as that goes, if that should come· 
about, they will automatically come within the corn area 
under the terms of the bill, because they then will be coun
ties which produce an average of 4 bushels of corn to the 
acre, so that my dear friend from Minnesota who represents 
a congressional district which does not sell any corn, but 
which for the most part buys feed, will no doubt learn that 
that will not affect him to any great extent. While the 
acreage outside of the commercial area seems large, the fact 
is that this acreage produces very little cGm, and less still 
that ever reaches into the channels of interstate commerce. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. And I say to the gentle
man that my entire congressional district is in the commer-· 
cial area. When does the gentleman anticipate the com 
provisions will go into effect so that the marketing quotas 
·will become operative? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. They could go into effect in 1938 but 
may not before 1939. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. What is the gentleman's 
own opinion about the time when these com quotas will go 
into effect, as the bill is written? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. They will go into effect as soon as the 
Secretary finds that there is a quota of corn being raised iD 
this country of 2,858,000,000 acres. This may not happen for 
10 years-it may never happen. 

Mr. LUCAS. Two billion nine hundred and fifty-eight 
million acres. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Very well. 
Mr. ANDRESEN'. Just one more question, and I will re

lease the gentleman. We are having an emergency session 
of Congress here to pass farm legislation. Prices are falling 
on corn and other farm commodities. If this bill is not to 
go into effe.ct until the latter part of 1938 and 1939, how can 
we raise farm prices, or, what is this special session of Con-
gress for anyway? · · 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Well, the President did not call either 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr . .ANDRESEN] or myself 
into conference when lie decided to call this extra session. 
Personally, I would much rather stayed at home with my 
grandchildren than to have been down here, but we are here, 
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and now we ought to go ahead with this farm program. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield. 
Mr. STEFAN. I am glad the grandchildren are all right 

and you are back in the House with us. · I would like to ask 
one question along the line of the question asked by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. MicHENER]. I have 22 counties 
in my district and 20 o-f them are in the corn area. Two of 
them are not in the com area. They will raise more than 
4 bushels to the acre, and more than 400 bushels to the 
farm. Will those two counties be affected in any way by the 
allotment plan? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. The time may come when they will be. 
As soon as they commence to raise the amount of corn which 
puts them into the commercial area, they will be. 

Mr. STEFAN. That is what· I want to find out. Just as 
soon as those two counties raise as much as those in the other 
counties, they will come under the plan? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. That is my understanding of it. When 
any county raises more than 4 bushels per acre over the 
whole county, then it will come in. 

Mr. STEFAN. Some of those counties marked "pink" in 
the market quota have not raised any com for 4 years. Why 
should they need that particular quota? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I do not know, because it has been said 
to us that no county is in the commercial area unless it 
raised more than 4 bushels per acre. I think_ that allow
ance was made for abnormal conditions on account of 
droughts, and this probably affected the matter and affords 
an explanation. 

Now, it is quite. apparent that I am not to be allowed to 
proceed with my speech because gentlemen desire so much 
information. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield for 
just one question? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I am sorry to feel that I have 

to interrupt the gentleman, but the gentleman from Min
nesota has raised a most important point, as to when this 
legislation goes into effect. When I had the fioor yesterday 
the gentleman from Minnesota interrupted me to say that 
this legislation would not go into effect until 1939, and that 
being the case what were we here for, and I said, "If that 
is the case, we are here for no purpose.'' The gentleman 
being a member of ~this committee, as I understood him a 
moment ago, started to take the position that this legisla
tion went into effect in 1938. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Now, I do not yield any longer. I 
cannot yield for a speech here. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. When does it go into effect, in 
the opinion of the gentleman? In 1938 or 1939? I think 
that is a very important question. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I say that as to corn it can go into 
effect in 1938, according to what the product will be in 1938, 
and I will not yield to the gentleman any longer. It· may 
not go in then. I have given him a specific answer as to 
com. It can go in, according to what the product will be, 
in 1938. 

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield to me for a short 
question? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from Dlinois. 
Mr. LUCAS. The gentleman made the statement a mo

ment ago that the quota would not go into effect unless there 
were produced 2,600,000,000 bushels of com, as the bill is 
written at the present time. I think the gentleman is in 
error on that. It should be 2,920,000,000. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. If I said that, it should be 2,858,000,000. 
If I said the other, I was in error. I did not mean to say 
it. It will vary somewhat, because this figure is based on 
the experience of the past 10 years. 

Mr. LUCAS. One further question: In the event that 
during the next 5 or 6 or 7 or 8 years any one of those 
years, we should not reach the 2,858,000,000 bushels, this_ 
law will never be effective as far as quotas are concerned; 
ls not that true? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. It is correct. 
Mr: LUCAS. And we will still be operating under the Soil 

Conservation Act? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I intend to speak about that later. 
Gentlemen, I should not be expected to divert myself all 

the time in answering these questions. Let me proceed. 
This bill, I said, is not a crop-production bill. It does not 

regulate crop production at all. It may at long intervals 
put some surplus corn into storage. 

I recall many years ago that I listened to a speech made 
by that good old Republican Governor, Frank 0. Lowden, 
of Illinois. In this speech he described how as a young 
Iowa boy-and he was born in Iowa not far from where I 
live; he used to work upon a farm-and how that he would 
wake up some rainy morning from his sleep under the eaves 
of the fa-rmhouse and hear the rain upon the roof. He was 
very happy to know that that day he would not have to go 
out in the hot sun and work and to realize that the rain 
was fructifying the fields and making fine crops. Then. he 
went on to tell us about how he had discovered in later life 
that oftentimes a bumper crop brought the farmer less 
money in the aggregate than a short crop, and he ended 
his speech always with a fine peroration in the praise of the 
farmer and said he had now come to the view that he did 
not know whether he ought to pray for rain or thank God 
for the drought. [Laughter and applause.] And in the lan
guage of Governor Lowden, I hold to the theory that the 

. agricultural problem · should not be treated in a partisan 
manner. And as a RepubUcan representing the outstanding 
agricultural State of the Union, I propose to support the best 
measure that I can in the interest of farms and farmers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman -from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chainrian, I yield the gentleman from 
Iowa 20 additional minutes: • · · · 

Mr. GILCHRIST. So that when the time shall come that 
there is such an abnormal crop of com, it will be the duty 
of a good neighbor to accept the storage quota and accept a 
loan upon it, and then know that he, in the end, will be 
benefited and his neighbor will also be benefited, and that 
the world will better prosper because of this legislation. 

This is not a scarcity program. It does not provide for 
any scarcity in the cornfields at all. It cannot. The sun is 
soon going to come up from the Tropic of Capricorn toward 
Iowa, and in the springtime the fanners are bound to go 

· out and prepare their fields and plant their com, and it will 
not be until fall comes that they will know what the produc
tion will be, or whether there will be any storage at all. 
There will not be any storage required of them if this bill 
is not amended-and I think it should not be amended
there will be no storage at all, oftener perhaps than 1 year 
in 8 or 10, if past experience is a guide. No one can tell 
precisely when that will be. If the bill as now written 
had been in force for the past 12 years there would have 
been once only (in 1932) that storage quotas would have 
gone into effect, and possibly not then according to whether 
the referendum vote carried or not. The purpose is not to 
make scarcity, but to level out the prices and prevent ex
treme ups and extreme downs. The trouble has been that 
we have had a sad and a bad experience with farm prices. 
Of a sudden they would drop away down. After a while 
they would come back, but the poor devils who were in at 
the time it dropped-and I use the expression "poor devils" 
as_ a term of love and affection-are out, they are dead, 
they never can be resuscitated or resurrected; and that is 
why we have all of this trouble in the farm area, that is 
why we have so much tenancy, that is why in some parts 
of the country one farm out of every six, as was stated yes
terday, has been foreclosed, that is why up in one county in 
my district one farm out of seven has been foreclosed in 
the past few years, that is why in one of those counties 
tenancy exists to the extent of 60 or 70 percent. It is an 
unholy, unwarranted, and unwholesome thing. 

So it is our duty as neighbors, if necessity arises, to ware
house a part of this com. Then we shall have a level and 
profitable price for com; there will not be those sags, or 
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those inflated high. prices; and that is the purpose of the 
ever-normal-granary plan, that is why it will help the pro
ducing farmers as well as the ranchmen and the feeders. 
They will not have to pay such high prices in what other
wise will be times of scarcity, nor will the grower suffer such 
low prices, because it is a bill to make level prices in times 
of adversity and prosperity, of anemia and obesity. On 
this score the Secretary has said that this is only to be used 
in times of necessity and as a last resort. The Administrator 
said in Chicago day before yesterday, as stated by my friend 
from Missouri, that it was not to be used as compulsion ex
cept under the utmost extremity. 

Mr. Chairman, I think yet that something ought to be 
said for the farmer. I will tell you whY. Within the week 
there was in this Capitol a friend of mine who represents 
and is an exponent of Wall Street. I am glad he is; I am 
very glad he is. He has been successful If I should ever 
want to borrow any money, I think I could probably get it 
from him. He went on to discuss this proposition and he 
told me that the farmers did not need any help, that the 
trouble with the farmers was in their heads. That is his posi
tion. That is the position of many friends of Wall Street. 
The farmer is just as intelligent as men in any other calling, 
in fact I think he is more so. We have the highest per
centage of literacy in Iowa to be found anywhere in this 
country. If the farmer is lazY. he ought not to prosper, but 
he works harder and he works longer hours than any other 
man. He works 12 hours every day, 52 weeks, 365 days in the 
year, including the Fourth of July, Ground-Hog Day, St. Val
entine's Day, and all the rest of them. 

And so, briefiy to answer this friend from New York 
City, Wall Street does not consider all the facts. The 
farm income last year was only 9.4 percent of the whole 
country, while its population was 25 percent. Some years 
ago we farmers had 20 percent of the income. In 1936 the 
farmer had available for living only $182 per capita while 
all the other people of this country had available for 
living $580 per capita, including paupers, residents of the 
poorhouse, and the unemployed. I find that the ratio 
of prices received by farmers to the prices they paid, as 
shown by a bulletin from the Agriculture Department, which 
came to your desks this morning, is only 84 percent. In 
this regard, when farm prices were way up because of 
scarcity caused by the drought-when prices of corn were 
way up on account of the drought, it was claimed by par
tisans to be on account of the Democratic administration; 
but now that corn prices are way down again I find that 
these bulletins and these partisans say that it is the fault 
of the Lord himself, because he gave us too ·much rain and 
sunshine. We find that the farmers of this country down 
to this month of December, on account of the decline in 
corn prices from $1.212 per bushel in May 1937 to 62.3 cents 
in October, have lost the enormous potential sum of nearly 
$1,651,817,839, on an indicated crop this year of 2,651,817,839 
bushels. What we want is to have these prices stabilized. 
We do not so much need an enormously high price in time 
of scarcity as we do a good price at all times; nor do we 
want a poor price when there is great abundance. 

The return to farm operators in 1935 on the basis of 
money invested was only one-fifteenth of 1 percent. What 
return does Wall Street get? The index of farm-implement 
prices in October of this year was 96 while the index price 
of corn was only 79; and so I could continue giving you a 
list of figures that would be staggering to show you how 
the farm industry is yet in subjection and despair. I do 
not think it necessary to name these figures to this body 
but call attention to them because of what was said to me 
by my good friend from Wall Street 2 weeks ago. 

Concerning the noncommercial corn area I find that pro
duction is so small that there is not much remaining after 
taking out consumption on the farm itself. But even this 
balance of corn produced in the noncommercial areas does 
not enter much into interstate commerce. A great share of 
it is consumed locally and by neighboring farmers. In the 
commercial corn area the case is different and 1,300,000,000 
bushels go into commerce. That is why this bi:U is written _as 

it is. And the surplus that does go into commerce is the 
thing that destroys prices. Corn has many peculiarities, the 
most vital of which, so far as price is concerned is the varia
bility in production: Prices up, prices down; meat high, 
meat low; it is not exported, it is not processed. I learn also 
that there are many farm areas which want cheap corn, and 
that these areas have representation on this floor. 

There is such a thing as the corn-hog ratio. It has been 
found that 11 bushels of corn makes 100 pounds of hogs; so 
when corn is 50 cents a bushel 100 pounds of hogs can be 
grown for $5.50. If hogs are then selling for $7 it is plain 
that there will be a profit in raising them. When corn is 
very low everybody rushes into hogs; and on account of the 
very low price now they are out all through the country 
buying gilts. This will make a big hog production next fall. 
That is exactly what they are doing. The hog raisers at the 
present time think there is a profit in hogs because they can 
make 100 pounds for a few dollars, but when next fall comes 
and they throw that enormous production of hogs onto the 
market they will realize that what is needed is a level corn 
price over the years. They will see that they will benefit as 
the result of such a proposition as we have before us. At the 
present time there is a scarcity of hogs, and we have the 
lowest hog population that has happened in any year of 
this century, except one. Consequently there is no great 
demand for corn to feed to hags that are not here. 

We also want parity for the corn industry. Parity price is 
about 87 cents, but we are not getting it. 

We are getting now about 37 cents in my community and 
we can scarcely hope for anything more unless such a bill as 
this is passed. 

Mr. CARLSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 
Mr. CARLSON. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gn.-

CHRIST] is a distinguished member of the Agricultural Com
mittee and has spent weeks studying this bill as well as aU 
agricultural legislation considered in Congress for many 
years; therefore, l would appreciate very much if he would 
state whether or not he believes this bill will give the farmer 
parity prices that they deserve. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. No. I maintain, however, it is march
ing toward that objective. I maintain that it will make for 
higher prices, although I do not think Utopia will come as 
soon as you vote "aye" on this bill. We must still continue 
to try to protect the farm industry just as we have been 
trying to do in the past. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
Mr. ROMJUE. · I have enjoyed the gentleman's discussion 

very much. The point is if this legislation is enacted into 
law it will prevent a wide spread in the valuation or the 
price of corn by maintaining a price level. It has nothing to 
do with creating a scarcity or surplus, is that not the fact? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Yes; that is the fact. That is my 
belief. It gives a level price and a profitable price in all 
years. 

We ~ve talked about corn loans With reference to this 
bill. The very first corn loan or warehousing act ever passed 
in this country was passed by the Legislature of Iowa and 
this was when I was in the State senate. 

I, together with another gentleman, wrote it and I am very 
glad to say that nothing has met the approval of the public 
generally more than have those provisions with reference to 
warehousing corn on the farms. As soon as that bill was 
passed in Iowa the rest of the States commenced to see its 
beneficial effects anc~ they pass~ similar acts. When Henry 
Wallace, as Secretary of Aooriculture, came down here he 
used that act because he was acquainted with the Iowa law. 
I am glad to say that that act is one of the things I take 
pride in having had something to do with during my own 
public service. These corn loans have never lost the Gov
ernment a single cent. 

They are making loans now and it has been published that 
the loans are based on 50 cents, but this is not quite the fact 
because they are taking out substantial percentages for 
moisture. They have moisture testers and machines in Des 
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Moines, and under the present practice in order for a man 
to get a loan he must take his kernels of corn-! do not 
know how many-and send them to Des Moines and there 
the exports put those kernels through some scientific ap
paratus. In my hand here is a picture of the machines they 
use. They send the corn there to be tested for moisture. I 
do not think that is a well considered idea because you 
can tell in other and cheaper ways and by measuring a corn 
crib about how much moisture it has. You can tell what 
the corn ought to be and how many bushels there are. I 
criticize this in the hope the method will be changed. I do 
not like the idea of sending this corn away and having some 
expert examine it at great distances from home. 

May I say also that some kind of control is necessary in 
order to get these loans. An attempt will be made to reduce 
this control feature and I hope it will not succeed because 
with the bill in force and with the ever-normal granary 

. features in force, we may look forward in the future to a 
leveling out process, and the control measure here written 
and accepted by the committee is much better than in the 
Senate bill, and should be adhered to as the opinion of this 
House so far as corn is concerned. 

I did hope to discuss the question of constitutionality, but 
I have already referred to my views on that question. I 
think it is a brave man who will say what the court will do. 
I call attention to the fact that my friend, the eminent 
jurist from Iowa, says that the whole com quota provisions 
in the bill will fall if the referendum provision falls, while 
the minority report says that is not so, that only the refer
endum provision will fall and that the provision for quota 
and warehousing control will still live. 

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from 

Michigan. 
Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman has spoken of the ever

normal-granary plan. He is one of the leaders in behalf 
of the farmer. He has given much attention to that propo
sition, and we all appreciate his courtesy in answering ques
tions. Will he tell me whether or not, in his judgment, it is 

. possible to have the ever-normal granary without com
pulsory control? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I would answer the gentleman by say
ing, in the long run, I think not. I think there must be 
some kind of control, just such control as is set forth in 
this bill, a control that will be used only in an extreme case, 
as I have heretofore pointed out. It will be very seldom 
used, but it is necessary to have some control because Mr. 
Jesse Jones over there in the R. F. C., I understand, is look
ing after the money that is supplied to the Commodity 

·Credit Corporation that makes these loans to the farmers, 
and he wants to know that these loans will be repaid, and 
he wants to know further about the security and the control 
features, and he wants to know that there will not be too 
much corn go into commerce and thereby destroy prices. 

Mr. MICHENER. The control, then, as a matter of fact, 
will depend upon Nature because Nature controls the corn 
crop and nothing else? Planting does not control the 
. production. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. From our past experiences with Nature 
I may answer that the control features will not go into effect 
except in the cases I have mentioned when there is an 
extremely high production, perhaps in 8 or possibly 10 years; 
and even then there will be a very small part of the corn that 
will be required to be stored. 

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr.-GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska. 
Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Is it not a fact that the Gov-

ernment has been making loans on corn for the last . 3 or 4 
years without the necessity of compulsory marketing control? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. It has made loans; yes. There has not 
been a great production in the years in which it has made 
them. There have been times of scarcity which have affected 
the amount of the corn crop and therefore the safety of the 
loan. - -

Mr. DONDERO. _ Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. How does the gentleman justify sup
porting this bill when we are buying from the rest of the 
world twice as much in agricultural products as we are 
selling to the rest of the world, I think to the extent of a 
billion and a half dollars which now goes to foreign farmers? 

Mr. Gn.cHRIST. I have already expressed my views on 
that point. That is not affected by this bill. I have stated 
heretofore that I believe the American market belongs to the 
American farmer. 

Mr. DONDERO. Then why should we curtail the produc
tion of the American farmer? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. We are not curtaling production at all. 
I have stated to the gentlemen, ·and I wish to emphasize 

it, that I wish the people who write editorials in the news
papers would read this bill. I wish some intelligent state
ments would go out about it. There is no attempt in this 
bill to curtail the production of com-not a bit. [ApplauSe.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional minutes to 

the gentleman from Iowa. 
Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from Mon-

tana. · 
Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. I believe it is established 

here that the livestock industry is very important. 
Mr. GILCHRIST. Certainly. 
Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. I believe it is also conceded 

that while you have done wonderful work in connection with 
this bill, the livestock industry under this bill is not pro
tected. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I heard the gentleman's question to 
one of the other speakers. I say the livestock industry is 
protected in this bill, because it is protected against paying 
abnormally high prices for feed. :I cannot yield any longer. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Yes; I yield for a question. 
Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman said just a minute ago 

there was nothing in this bill controlling or limiting pro
duction. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Of corn. 
Mr. MICHENER. I assume and believe the gentleman is 

possibly correct when he refers to the bill before us, but 
taking into consideration also the Soil Conservation and 
Allotment Acts, with the amendments here provided, such 
control or limitation is provided. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I am yielding to the gentleman for a 
question, and that is all. The Soil Conservation Act is not 
for the purpose of limiting production. It is a real con
servation program instead and its purpose is to give us 
ample production over the years for ourselves and our 
children. 

All we are asking by this bill is a leveling of prices, to 
have prices neither abnormally high, because stockmen and 
others cannot stand them, nor abnormally low, because the 
corn grower cannot" stand those. We want the farmer to be 
paid a parity price, so that the farmer and his family can 
live in happiness and not in want and worry and fear of 
ejectment. The corn growers ought to have help. One of 
them, a little lady, came to my office and said, "Fred, we 
go without things that are really necessary. We should have 
better times and conditions. We need a great many things. 
We need, for example, a cheap lace curtain on the front 
window. We need a little furniture, and we cannot get it 
under the present prices which we are forced to accept. I 
wish something would be done. We need a new bedstead. 
We need some things in the way of clothing for the little 
girl, who goes to school. I myself need a new winter cloak, 
but I am willing to skimp along if you take care of the chil
dren." These folks are trying to save their farm from the 
sheriff, but they are just about two jumps ahead of him and 
chances are he will catch up with them in the next year 
unless some help is glven. I am hopefui this bill will give 
them help. 

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. GILCHRIST. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
Mr. WEARIN. A moment ago the question was raised of 

the advisability of this bill in view of the fact agricultural 
products are coming into this country. With a new crop 
coming on, as it is, agricultural importations have gone 
down from $45,000,000 in June to $19,000,000 in October. This 
shows the effect of a new crop upon agricultural importa
tions into this country. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. I think agricultural importations 
dropped off because prices were so extremely low in October 
that even cheap foreign farm producers stopped shipping 
here. I thank the gentlemen here for their kindness to me. 

, As I stated at the outset, I did have in mind that I would try 
to make a speech on the bill, but I was interrupted by ques
tioning Members so much I was not able to do so. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GILCHRIST. Yes. 
Mr. CARLSON. The gentleman has made a very thorough 

study of this bill. I am much interested in the provision 
dealing with silage. Am I correct in understanding from 
section 324 that a farmer can place his entire acreage allot
ment and additional acreage into silage, and use it? 

Mr. GILCHRIST. This was a matter for merriment in the 
committee. One of the gentlemen stated that a farmer 
would have to know something about differential calculus 
to compute what he would do with silage. I know that the 
man who wrote the minority report studied Ray's Third 
Part Arithmetic in Iowa about 12 miles from my district 
before he went up into Minnesota. I wish he had stayed in 
Iowa. If he had, then he would now be able to solve a 
simple problem in percentage. [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. CUMMINGs]. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, before I start I am going 
tc refuse to yield on the theory that I shall not say anything 
worthy of having questions asked. 

I am a farmer and farming is my business. What is get
ting my goat is that every man who has talked on this floor 
has talked about a farmer's bill. I may be wrong, but I be
.lieve this is a bill for all the people of the United States. I 
think the most asinine speech I ever heard or read was 
delivered in New York about 4 -years ago. The man who 
made the speech was talking to a bunch of laborers, ·and 
everything he said to them was true. He said: 

For the last 12 years your wages have been getting higher, your 
hours per day have been getting fewer, your food has been getting 
cheaper, and your clothing has been getting cheaper. 

Every statement -was true. Their food and clothing be
came so cheap there was not a single one of them who had a 
job. They were all out. 

I know figures are rather a queer combination. Sometimes 
you will study them and get one result and sometimes you 
will get another. 

I am going to give you a few later, and I hope you will 
not make a serious mistake about them. You know there 
was a young fellow once who was just married. He had 
married a fine woman, and they concluded they would raise 
a fair-sized family, but he got to looking up statistics deal
ing with the past and he discovered the fact that every third 
baby born in the world was a Chinese baby. He went home 
and told his wife that they could not raise this large 
family because he did not want to run the risk. [Laughter J 

I hope you gentlemen will concede that I am not trying 
to lead you off on a wrong trail, but I do say that this bill is 
of just as much importance to the people who live in the 
cities as to the people who live on the farms. and I am 
going to prove it to you mathematically in a few minutes. 

U we do not receive a decent price for our products--and 
when I saw "we" I mean we, because I am one of the farm
ers, and I have never felt at any time that it was necessary 
for me to offer any excuse or apology for being one. I am 
just a farmer; and if we are not prosperous, the men in the 
factories are not going to have a job. We cannot grow crops 
and sell them for less than they cost us and then buy your 
products. 

I am free to admit that the purpose of this bill is to raise 
the price of farm commodities, and I say that we are just 
as much entitled to this increase in price as the manufac
turer of shoes who has a 20-percent ad valorem on every 
pair of shoes, and the ta.rifi you pay on shoes would amount 
to several times as much as the increase in the price of 
food and meat if a processing tax were put on. U I had had 
my way about it, I would have put on a processing tax, and 
I would have put on absolute control [applause] for this 
reason. The Government cannot make a loan to the farm
ers on a commodity that will do them any good unless it 
lends them more than a bank would lend them, because you 
must lend them more than the value; and if we are going 
to lend the taxpayers' money and lend more than the value . 
of the products, then we must control the products, or we 
will break the people who pay the money in taxes. 

Now, they talk about regimentation, and this is foolish. 
We have been regimented from the time civilization began. 
Before we had what we call civilization, a man took a club 

. and went out and took whatever he wanted, but as the 
population began to increase and as we learned more about 
things, we learned that we must control people, and we are 
regimented all the way down the line. They talk about 
regimenting the farmers. Why, once a year now some man 
appears on his place and says, your farm is worth so much, 
your horses are worth so much, and your houses are worth 
so much and if you do not go to the county treasurer and 
pay so much on a certain day in taxes, we will sell every
thing you have got. Also, we start downtown and we come 
to a red light and the law says, "Stop." It does not make 
any difference whether you want to stop or not, you must 
stop out of respect for the other man's rights, and if you 
do not stop, there is a penalty. 

If you pass a law that has not a penalty attached to it, 
nobody will obey it. That is what all laws are for, and if 
people were good enough so that we did not need to have 
penalties, we would not need to have a Congress or any 
law at all. Law is just a rule of conduct, and I say there 
is no reason on earth why the farmers should not be told 
what they can raise, just the same as we tell the railroads 
how much they can charge for hauling you so many miles. 
We also say absolutely that you can only lend your money 
for so much, just as we say to the railroads they can only 
charge us so much, and you say to the merchants and the 
people who run restaurants that they must observe certain 
san' ~ary rules. In other words, you have no liberties, and 
you should not have any, when they interfere with the rights 
of others. 

You know we have short crops and then large crops. I 
call attention to an injustice, as it were. Recently a labor 
organization in Michigan said that there ought to be a 
strike on the use of meats because meats are so high, and 
then said that cattle were $19 a hundred in Chicago. I 
sold cattle for a good many years, and the top price was 
$19, but I do not suppose that 1 percent of the cattle sold 
in Chicago brought $19, so I wrote to SWift & Co. and asked 
them for the top price for each week beginning with June 
5 and ending with October 30, and the average price as well. 
I am going to give you just a few of the figures. On June 
5 the top price was $14.75, average price, $11.75; August 7, 
top price, $17.15; average price, $13.92; October 30, top 
price, $19.50; average price, $13.60, a spread of $8.12. Yet 
the people were striking because meat was so high, and 
meat was so high because you had a short crop, and those 
steers that brought 19 cents did not make much profit, 
because they had been eating dollar corn for many months. 
This is a matter of misinformation that is spread, propa
ganda. I also asked for the average price of all cattle. 
Chicago pays on an average higher prices for steers than 
any market in the United States, because they buy the best 
steers. Here is the average price of meat in 1937: In Jan
uary, $7.30---that is, all, all stock killed; February, $7.23; 
March, $7.53; April, $8.22; May, $8.20; June, $8.26; August, 
$8.17; September, $7.66. I say that a reasonable control, a 
real control of agricultural productS will keep you people in 
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the cities from being charged for beef on the 19-cent basis 
whzn the average meat cost is less than 8 cents. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said, it gripes me a little because you 
call this a farm bill. It is a bill that will benefit all of you. 
It does not suit me. I might write a bill that would suit me 
better, but I am not saying that it would be a better bill. I 
know that the Agricultural Committee has spent 6 weeks on 
this bill, and I know that we have tried hard and I know that 
we have not been divided on political lines. It is not a politi
cal question today as to whether or not we should pass this 
bill. I notice in the morning papers that labor is going to say 
to this Congress, "You cannot have a farm bill untilyou give 
us a labor bill." Good God, it is just as much their bill as it 
is ours. We are protecting the laboring man as much as we 
are protecting ourselves. We are trying to do something to 
take care of all of the people. I do not want to make a fire
alarm speech, but I say this, and I believe it from the bottom 
of my heart: I have not been a New Dealer just since Roose
velt took office. I have tried to make a study of political 
issues all of my life, and I say that if conditions go back as 
they were in 1933, when the granaries of this country are full 
of food and we have more food than we can store, more meat, 
more clothes, all of it selling so cheap as to bankrupt the 
farmers, so that they cannot buy the products of the fac
tories. and the laboring people are themselves out of employ
ment and the sheriffs trying to sell the farms to the farmer 
again, then what will happen? You know what has hap
pened in Germany and in Russia and you know what has just 
taken place in Brazil. You cannot have a nation whose ware
houses are full of the necessaries of life and then say to its 
people that they can neither eat nor wear clothes, nor can 
they have a job that will enable · them to -buy them. 
[Applause.] 

· The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Colorado has expired. 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MAssiNGALE]. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that I 
have not what I regard as sufficient time to even make an 
attempt to discuss 'this bill. To my mind it is the most 
important piece of legislation that Congress has ever been 
called upon to consider, and I am giving you the viewpoint 
of the people· in the· Southwest section of this country. It 
would be a great pleasure to me if I could give my endorse
ment to this bill as presented, because I want to go along with 
a committee such as the Agricultural Committee of this 
House. From the chairmrui of this coinmittee I have received, 
since I became a Member of Congress, the most cordial and 
considerate treatment that I ever was accorded by any person 
in my lifetime, and I have learned to love and appreciate 
him, and I know other members of the committee for whom 
I have a high regard. I know that this committee has 
worked hard in an attempt to bring out a bill that would meet 
the requirements of the farming class of America. I have 
never heard or witnessed a discussion in my life similar to 
the one that we have had on this bill. Practically the entire 
time of the House for nearly 3 days has been taken up by the 
members of the committee in making attempted explanations 
of the bill, and in controversy with other members of the 
committee, who differ from them in what the bill means. 
That is unusual. There is no unanimity of sentiment about 
what the bill proposes to do, and I dare say that, notwith
standing all the thought that has been put on the bill by the 
members of the committee, there are no two of them who are 
in complete agreement about the terms and provisions of the 
bill. That ought not to be. It is said by law people that 
brevity usually denotes statesmanship. If that is a true say
ing, then this bill is not much ·of a statesman's bill. 

The people in my section of the country want a bill they 
can understand. [Applause.] They want a bill that they can 
read. [Applause.] I venture the assertion that you can take 
this bill out to the average jntelligent farmer in the country 
and he cannot tell you a thing about it if he studied it all 
night long. The only way tl_lat I know for him to do, unless 
he is a specialist in higher mathematics, is to ·get him a 
logarithm boy and drive out to the end of the row and confer 

with him; perhaps with some farm agent. and see if he can 
arrive at what the bill means. [Laughter.] You can imagine 
something like this: A fellow drives out to the end of the 
row and he gets under the shade and some messenger from 
the office of the Secretary of Agriculture will come out there 
and he will say, "Now, boy, let us just figure out what you 
are going to get under this bill. All you have got to do is 
something like this: You take the exponent of a certain num
ber and the logarithm of another number, and you multiply 
those two together, divide it by pi, take away 175 percent, 
and what do you find?" [Laughter.] That is about the way 
it reads. A farmer cannot understand this bill. I will tell 
you what he can understand. He may not know exactly 
what you mean when you use the term "parity price." I 
think that term ought to be eliminated from legislative rec
ords. A farmer can understand you when you talk about 
cost of production to him. There are Members of this House 
who claim they cannot understand what you mean when you 
say you are going to give the farmer the cost of production. 
Cost of production is as easy of ascertainment as it is to 
find out what a loaf of bread costs you downtown. It is 
easy to find out, but you have not got anything in this bill 
that will give the farmer any light or anything, in my judg
ment, that is going to give him any assistance. He is en
titled to assistance. Under the program set up in this Nation 
for 150 years he has been left out, and now the Congress of 
the United States, for the first time, has an opportunity to 
go on record for something that will help the farmer perma
nently, and help him bridge over the difficulties under which 
he has labored by reason of the inequality of the law; and 
-they are not going to do it. They are going to try to choke 
down him a bill that he cannot understand, a bill that means 
nobody knows what. 

Now, if you give him the cost of production, the Secretary 
of Agriculture can determine that almost in its entirety by 
just consulting the Yearbook. You let him ascertain what it 
costs to raise a bushel of wheat or a bushel of corn or a pound 
of lint cotton, and let him promulgate that fact, and make 
it a penalty for any buying agent to pay any less than that 
promulgated price, and the farmer knows what you mean. 
You give him that promulgated price, and then the fariners 
of America, the lands of America, can fulfill their mission by 
absorbing the idle element of the country that_ do not depend 
upon industries for a living. We have no industries in the 
·great Central West. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield for a question; yes. 
Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. I was interested in your 

suggestion that cost of production might solve some of the 
troubles. Frankly, you will admit that that would be prac
tically impossible. No two farmers' cost would be the same. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. No, sir. I admit that it is perfectly 
possible and ·perfectly practical to find the average cost of 
producing all farm products. I will say that you can readily 
understand it if you will get H. R. 8522, that has been pre
pared by Mr. EICHER and myself, combining the elements of 
the two bills that we introduced. Any child can understand it. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MASSINGALE. No, sir. I have not time to yield now. 

If you will take that bill and read it and make a motion to 
recommit this bill and substitute that bill in its stead, you will 
then accomplish for the common ordinary farmer in America 
something that he has hoped for and dreamed about for 150 
years but has never yet been able to approach. [Applause.] 
You give him the cost of production for what he raises and he 
can take a place on a higher stratum of society. He can 
make a living for his family. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla
homa has expired. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Mississippi _[Mr. FORD] such time as he desires. 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to revise and extend my remarks at this . point in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. it is so -ordered. 
There was no objection. 
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Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, in the consid

eration of the farm bill now before the House its is our duty 
to be especially certain of taking care of the small farmer. 
I do not wish to see him made the object of discrimination 
or subjected to unfair treatment in the administration of this 
bill after it becomes a law. With this purpose in mind I have 
prepared three amendments to the bill and I wish to insert 
them at this point in the RECORD so that they may have the 
careful study of all interested Members between now and 
the time when the parliamentary situation will allow me to 
offer them. 

These amendments are not designed to tamper with State 
quotas but are intended to force a fair allotment to every 
farmer in the State, large or small. One county cannot be 
favored over another county. 

I first include the material in the bill, which I propose to 
change, and immediately following I insert the amendments. 
The comparison is plain. 

Beginning with line 5, page 6, reading down to the period 
in line 17, we find the following: 

(3) In the case of cotton, 95 percent of the State acreage allot
ment shall be apportioned annually by the Secretary to the coun
ties and other administrative areas in the State. The allotment 
to any county or other local administrative area shall be appor
tioned annually by the Secretary, through the local committee, 
among the farms within such county or area on which cotton has 
been planted at least once during the 5 years immediately preced
ing the year for which the allotment is made, so that the allot
ment of each farm shall be a prescribed percentage of the average 
(during such 5-year period) of the tilled acres of the farm: which 
percentage shall be the same for all farms in the county or area. 

This should be stricken out and replaced by the fol
lowing: 

(3) In the case of cotton, 95 percent of the State acreage allot
ment shall be apportioned annually by the Secretary among the 
farms within the State on which cotton has been planted at least 
once during the 5 years immediately preceding the year for which 
the allotment is made, so that the allotment of each farm shall 
be a prescribed percentage of the average (during such 5-year 
period) of the tilled acres of the farm, which percentage shall be 
the same for all farms 1n the State. 

Because of similar provisions found at a later point in the 
bill, the second amendment will be necessary as set out in 
the succeeding paragraphs. 

On page 60, from line 14 to the period in line 1 on page 
61, will be found this language: 

(b) Ninety-five percent of the State acreage allotment shall be 
apportioned annually by the Secretary to the counties and other 
administrative areas in the State. 'Ibe allotment to any county 
or other local administrative area shall be apportioned annually 
by the Secretary, through the local committee, among the farms 
within such county or area on which cotton has been planted at 
least once during the 5 years immediately preceding the year for 
which the allotment is made, so that the allotment of each farm 
shall be a. prescribed percentage of the average (durlng such 
6-year period) of the tilled acres of the farm, which percentage 
shall be the same for all farms in the county or area. 

In the place of the above provisions, my amendment 
would insert the following: 

(b) Ninety-five percent of the State acreage allotment shall be 
apportioned annually by the Secretary among the farms within 
the State on which cotton has been planted at least once during 
the 5 years immediately preceding the year for which the allot
ment is made, so that the allotment of each farm shall be a pre .. 
scribed percentage of the average (during such 5-year period) of 
the tilled acres of the farm, which percentage shall be the same 
for all farms in the State. 

In the event the above-mentioned amendments are 
adopted by the House, then a perfecting amendment will be 
necessary on page 4, by striking out the phrase "and the 
allotments to counties or other administrative areas", as 
found in lines 21 and 22. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON]. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, every measure that 
touches agriculture interests me. Many of you know the 
Shenandoah Valley of Virginia for its apples. It produces 
more apples for export than any area of similar size in the 
world. But our district is not confined to apples. It is 
a very rich area of diversified farming. One county has a 
normal production of a million bushels of wheat a year. We 

have fine bluegrass. We raise all farm crops, poultry, and 
so forth. Two counties are large producers of dark fired 
tobacco. So this bill, of course, is a matter of vital interest 
to me. 

I full agree with the speakers who have preceded me this 
afternoon that the agricultural problem we face is not local, 
but one which affects the whole Nation, not only the twenty 
or more million people who depend upon agriculture for a 
livelihood, but it affects the wealth of the Nation and the 
welfare of industry as well. 

I am very glad that there seems to be agreement as to 
title m of the bill in respect of tobacco. It seems that all 
the farm organizations are agreed that this is a satisfactory 
measure, that the producers want it. As a matter of fact, 
it largely implements the previous cooperative marketing 
efforts of farmers to market their products in an orderly 
manner so as to preserve their price. The tobacco people 
are not asking for any loans or any subsidy of any kind 
beyond the soil-improvement payments; and you do not sue 
a tobacco grower if he should violate his agreement. It 
seems to be a very satisfactory plan to stabilize prices, the 
administration of which will cost the Government very little. 

Virginia produces little cotton. We, of course, are not in 
the commercial corn area to which the corn section applies. 
Frankly, Mr. Chairman, after listening most attentively to 
nearly 3 days of debate, it disturbs me to find that not a single 
speaker, so far as I can recall, expressed unqualified approval 
of the section relating to wheat. If I did not misunderstand 
the distinguished gentleman from Kansas, who represents 
the largest wheat-producing district in the world, he said he 
would prefer a voluntary control. If I correctly understood 
him, the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN] said 
that Mr. O'Neil said this bill was no good because the measure 
of compulsion in it was too mild to be effective in respect of 
producing a price for the farmer that was in any sense 
adequate. 

If I correctly understood the distinguished gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. PIERCE], who certainly knows his wheat, he said 
that the bill provides for a normal crop of over 1,000,000,000 
bushels. He stated that our domestic consumption was 
650,000,000 bushels and that we could look for not over 
50,000,000 bushels to be sold in the foreign markets. He 
thought that the mild type of compulsion which was pro
vided would result in low instead of high prices for the wheat 
producers, and I understood him to say that he preferred a 
voluntary program. 

I received a let~r today from Mr. Fred Brenckman, Wash
ington representative of the National Grange, saying that the 
Grange was opposed to this section of the bill, and favored 
voluntary control. 

Mr. KELLER. What do they agree to? 
Mr. ROBERTSON. They agreed to the tobacco section 

with certain minor amendments which have either been 
added or will be added, and three or four other things in the 
bill. I have not time to explain their letter. The gentleman 
has a copy of it. I suggest that the gentleman read it when 
he returns to his o:mce. 

Mr. KELLER. I cannot find that they agree to anything. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to see agri

culture helped. I have not time to go into all these phases 
but I do hope that when this bill is read for amendment we 
can agree on a better plan to aid our wheat farmers; one 
that will not involve compulsion, fines for failure to make 
required reports, and suits in Federal courts over sales above 
arbitrary allotments. In my mind, when 30 States out of 
48 consume more wheat than they produce, when 3 States, 
Kansas and the two Dakotas, produce a surplus over their 
own consumption of nearly 300,000,000 bushels, when 6 
States produce practically all of the unconsumable surplus 
of the whole Nation, that is something that we ought to 
face. Why should we in Virginia, importing a million and 
a half bushels of wheat a year, be placed in the position 
where we shall have to pay from 10 to 15 cents a bushel 
more for wheat grown west of Chicago, when the increased 
price does not go to the grower but to the carrier? The 
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increased price does not help the farmer. These are things 
we should look into. 
· Mr. Chairman, there is another matter that I want to 
mention at this time. 

It is a source of genuine regret to me that the considera
tion of the merits of this bill has, in some quarters, if re
ports in the morning papers are accurate, been reduced to 
a purely log-rolling proposition. Those advocating the 
pend:ng wage and hour bill will trade support for the farm 
measure for support of the wage and hour measure. And 
again, if these newspaper reports are accurate, the proposal 
does not stop there. Reprisals are openly threatened if 
southern Members who conscientiously believe that the 
pendlng wage and hour bill is fundamentally unsound and 
inherently unworkable do not promptly march to the Clerk's 
desk and sign the petition to bring up the wage and -hour 
measure. 

On more than one occasion I have publicly stated that we 
were rapidly developing government by group pressure and 
I deplored that tendency. If support for one measure is to 
be traded for support for another measure, regardless of the 
merits of either, what hope is there for the perpetuity of our 
representative form of democracy? However, the frank
ness of some of the supporters of the wage and hour bill in 
publicly admitting the basis on which they are willing to give 
support to a farm bill may, in the long run, serve a useful 
purpose. 

As much as I desire to see agriculture receive at the hands 
of this Congress the help it so urgently needs and so richly 
deserves, no threat of reprisals will deter me from my op
position to the pending wage and hour blll. 

With the President's desire to eliminate child labor all 
seem to be in thorough accord. Is it not significant that 
an adequate child-labor bill-the Wheeler bill-passed the 
Senate at the last :::cssion in time for action in· the House 
but that no action was taken either then or up to this time 
on a subject as to which there is substantial accord? 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes; for a brief .question. 
Mr. KELLER. Why does the gentleman say "an adequate 

measure"? I do not think any member of the Labor Com
mittee believes that it is adequate. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The difference between it and the one 
they included in the pending bill is so minor that if one is 
considered adequate the other is substantially adequate. 

Mr. KELLER. Then why not accept it? 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Because the Committee on Labor has 

buried it. 
Mr. KELLER. The Rules Committee has it buried, not 

the Labor Committee. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. I am talking about the Wheeler bill. 
With the President's desire to increase the purchasing 

power of the low-paid element of labor I am in thorough 
accord, but a very careful study of the pending wage and 
hour bill convinces me it will not accomplish that purpose. 

The pending bill will undoubtedly increase the cost of liv
ing. That has been the experience with similar legislation 
both in France and New Zealand. In New Zealand the Gov
ernment was forced to resort to price fixing and in 1936 for 
the first time in its history New Zealand was unable to 
market its Government bonds. In both France and New 
Zealand employment decreased instead of increasing, and I 
am satisfied we would have the same experience in the 
United States since no law can compel the manufacturer to 
retain the services of an employee who does not produce as 
much as he costs the employer. 

Many Members of the House, no doubt, have not had an 
opportunity to examine the 1,200 pages of testimony taken 
by the House and Senate committees. When they do they 
will be surprised to learn that few witnesses before those 
committees wholeheartedly and without reservation en
dorsed the bill. The overwhelming weight of the evidence, 
as we lawYers would say, was against the measure and many 
of the proponents qualified their support in one way or 
another. 

The House and Senate committees adopted numerous 
amendments of vital character after the hearings were 
closed, including the hour and wage scale, the tariff pro
vision, and others. There was no definite testimony in 
support of any given wage scale. The House committee 
first voted for a wage of 75 cents per hour, but realizing that 
was utterly impractical, it reduced it to 40 cents an hour, 
and the only evidence in the printed hearings in support of 
that action was the testimony that an American family 
should not be expected to live on less than $16 per week. But 
of course the practical issue that confronts us is not whether 
each family should have that amount, but how can we pro
vide it? As one proponent of the bill has pointed out, Amer
ican families live by the year and not by the hour or week. 

A clear-cut distinction must be made between three basic 
considerations: 

(a) Is the principle involved sound? Should there be a 
40-hour week imposed upon all industry by law? <Allow
ance made for certain exemptions.) 

(b) Is a minimum wage of 40 cents per hour something 
that can safely be enacted into law? 

(c) Can the law be enforced by a single central commis
sion in a way which will not do more harm than good? 

As to (a): 

Is there any way to determine what the effect will be upon 
the national income except by trial and error? Suppose 
that a 40-hour week reduces the national income, will labor 
submit to a change of the law whereby the ·workweek is 
lengthened to 45 hours, let us say? 

Even if the proposed law makes for economic balance, it 
may be achieved· with a lower standard of living for all. 
The national welfare, in view of the great burden of national 
and local debts, should be expanded, and there is nothing in 
the way of dependable data to predict the probable effect of 
the proposed law upon national income. 

As to (b): 
If a minimum wage of 40 cents per hour is fixed by law, 

will not manufacturers tend to make the minimum also the 
maximum wage? 

In any event, will not manufacturers discharge all work
ers who do not have a marginal productivity of value equal 
to 40 cents per hour? Obviously, no employer can afford 
to hire laborers whose productivity is not at least equal to 
40 cents per hour. 

Even if the minimum of 40 cents per hour is made general 
by the commission, how much better off will labor be if the 
national income is reduced so that 40 cents will buy no more 
than it did before? Is it not the money wage truit counts, 
but, rather, the real wages of labor? Again, it is not the 
minimum wage that is so important as it is the minimum to 
which the national income may fall. 

Is it to be supposed that the higher level of money wages 
which the law may fix will mean an expansion of inven
tions, discoveries, and the use of capital? If capital is 
expanded and the cost per unit of output increased, will 
labor want the minimum wage raised by an amount suf
ficient to absorb the gain or will it be willing to permit some 
of the gain to go to capital? If not, what inducement will 
there be to expand the capital of the country? 

In view of the well-known immobility of labor, is it safe 
to place the minimum for all labor at 40 cents? How long 
will it take for the movements of labor to bring about an 
equalization of real wages, with due allowance therein for 
the lower cost of living in some regions as compared to 
others? During this long-run period, what will be the effect 
upon industries in those regions which have enjoyed some 
advantage hitherto? 

As for the short-run effects of the measure, it may be 
assumed with some accuracy that it will result in an in
crease of the operating expenses of many individual manu
facturers. 

(a) If this increase in Qilerating expenses is offset by the 
increased productivity of labor, the efficiency cost of labor 
would not be increased. 

(b) If this increase in operating expenses is more than 
offset by the increased productivity of labor, the cost per 
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unit of output should fall and thus 'prices should be pulled 
down, assuming the existence of competition. 

(c) If the increase in operating expenses is less than offset 
by the increased productivity of labor, then cost per unit 
of output should rise, pulling up prices and lowering real 
wages. 

(d) A rising price per unit of output would make it more 
difficult for American products so affected to compete in 
foreign markets. By the same token, it would increase the 
ability of foreign goods to find a market here. 

(e) A protective tariff might avoid this outcome, but the 
effect would be to raise the cost of living in America. In 
the long run a lower cost per unit of output might be 
achieved behind a tariff wall, but there would be less tend
ency for this to come about so long as the tariff gives domes
tic producers incentive to restrict output by means of trade 
agreements and other post-code devices. 

(e) In the long run, a minimum wage and a maximum 
workweek have no meaning whatever separate and apart 
from the real wages of labor and the latter has no meaning 
whatever separate and apart from the effect of the proposed 
measure upon the national income. In the long run the 
status of labor can be improved only as the status of all is 
imp,roved and that can come only as the national income is 
increased. 

It is reasonable to suppose that manufacturers in some 
regions will be adversely affected relative to those in other 
regions. 

(a) If a Virginia manufacturer finds his operating ex
penses increased without a corresponding increase in the 
productivity of his labor, then his cost per unit will rise and 
he will be less able to compete with a manufacturer in some 
other State where the cost per unit is not raised or is not 
raised so much. 

(b) In the long run the Virginia manufacturer may be 
able to increase the productivity of his labor by a process of 
more carefUl selection of workers, more careful supervision, 
more effective use of capital, and so forth, but this may 
require months or years. In the meantime his competitor 
may have more success in this respect and take the market 
away from the Virginia manufacturer. 

(c) Thus the ultimate effect of the proposed measure upon 
manufacturers in certain regions as compared to its effect 
upon those in other regions may be drawn out for a period 
of years, depending upon the elasticity of the supply of a 
given product under the terms of the measure as applied by 
the boarq. 

(d) If costs per unit of output are increased for certain 
industries in certain localities, so that the net effect is to 
increase the price of the marginal unit offered in the market 
for the country as a whole, what will be the effect upon the 
elasticity of demand? It is conceivable that a given indus
try may lose ground to some other and this shift may affect 
some particular region materially. 

As to (c): 
Is this central board or commission to be composed of 

men who are impartial as between labor and capital? If 
so, what reason is there to suppose that Presidential ap
pointees will come nearer to meeting that standard for this 
board than they have for the Supreme Court? 

Is there not grave danger that politics will creep into the 
organization from the top down or the bottom up or both? 
Would a commission or board ever find it advisable to lower 
the minimum wage or increase the hours in the work-week, 
if the labor vote has been well organized? 

Would not there be a never-ending struggle on the part 
of both labor and capital to seek to dominate the Board? 
What hope is there for better days for either unless the 
Board is dominated by a group of men who will not defer 
to either, but will consider the whole country and its wel
fare? 

In all probability the rulings of the Board will be a blend 
of political and economic considerations with a tendency to 
give more weight to political considerations. For what 
chance is there that the experts employed by the Board will 
be adequately versed in the technical and financial problems 

of a purely practical character that affect industry in the 
various regions of the country? 

Other considerations: Just how far does the proposed 
measure tend to invade rights hitherto reserved to the sev
eral States? If the bill, when enacted into law, is upheld 
by the Supreme Court, an interpertation of the interstate 
commerce clause of far-reaching scope will be necessary. 

Thus, one wonders if there will be any purely intrastate 
commerce left. For example, the language of section 8 (a) 
on page 22 gives the Board the power to reach down to a 
purely intrastate industry, with "substantial labor condi
tions" that comes into competition with goods produced in 
that State which enter into interstate commerce. 

Does not this section permit an invasion of the powers of 
States that will tend to weaken them in a drastic fashion? 
If so, just what ultimate means of escape f:r:om future pos
sible dictatorial Federal power will remain? 

It would appear that, even if the measure is economically 
desirable, this invasion of the powers of the States to regu
late intrastate commerce is too high a price to pay for 
whatever economic advantage may be derived from the 
measure. 

If the measure is economically desirable, would it not be 
better to gain these ends in some manner which would not 
so drastically reduce the powers of the States? [Applause.] 

As I have stated, this bill is unsound and unworkable and 
should be sent back to the committee for further study and 
for adequate hearings on many vital provisions of the bill 
inserted by the committee after the hearings closed and for 
which there is no supporting testimony. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 

from Mississippi [Mr. CoLMER] such time as he may desire. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD at this point. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Mississippi? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman and Members of the House, 

I have listened for 3 days to the general debate on this bill. 
I am keenly interested in understanding its provisions with 
the hope that I may contribute something to making it 
more nearly do the job than I now think that it will. I am 
as interested in this subject as any matter that has come 
before the Congress in my brief service here. I know that 
the Agriculture Committee has had a hard job. I know 
from many hours of study of this question that it is well 
near impossible, if not impossible, for the human mind to 
conceive of and write an agricultural bill that would meet 
the requirements of all sections and which would not be 
subject to criticism from some source. I realize fully that 
there are many conflicting groups in the Congress repre
senting various crop-growing sections and industries and 
that it is difficult for the committee to bring out a bill that 
will meet with the approval of all. Notwithstanding the 
fact that I have substantial misgivings concerning the effec
tiveness of this legislation, especially with reference to cot 
ton, I am cognizant of the many hours of labor and industry 
that the Agriculture Committee has put into this measure. 
And if this is the best piece of legislation that we can get, I 
propose to go along with it because I realize the extreme 
necessity for some farm legislation. I do, however, want 
to call the attention of the committee, in fairness to myself 
and them and the people whom I have the honor to repre
sent, to what I regard as some of the shortcomings of this 
bill, with the hope that when amendments are offered on 
the reading of the bill we can get some of these amendments 
adopted and thereby make a better bill for the cotton
growing section. 

GROUP MEETING 

Mr. Chairman, to the end that we might remedy the de
plorable situation which prevails in the Cotton Belt of the 
South, I was happy to take the initiative with others in 
calling a meeting last Monday morning of those Members of 
Congress who are interested in this farm legislation. While 
I did not approve of some procedure that was suggested and 
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did not think that the bill should be condemned before its 
proponents had an opportunity to explain and justify it, I 
have no apology to offer for the action taken in being among 
those responsible for the calling of the meeting. This ques
tion of securing a fair price for cotton and other agricultural 
commodities in my district, as well as other parts of the 
country, is so seriously acute that I would feel derelict in my 
duty to my constituency if I did not do everything within 
my power to see that they get the best legislation they can 
get. 

FAVOR DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT 

Moreover, more than a week ago it was my privilege to 
collaborate with Messrs. PATMAN and PoAGE, of Texas, in the 
study, preparation, and introduction of the bill now known 
as the Poage bill, H. R. 8472. While this bill does not repre
sent my own ideas of the solution of this perplexing prob
lem in its entirety it does in the main. And in my judgment 
so far as the cotton situation is concerned it would be a 
much more beneficial and workable bill than the one we 
are now considering. Under the provisions of this bill the 
cotton farmer would get a fair or parity price for his allot
ment of the cotton consumed domestically in this country, 
which it is currently estimated would be 16% cents per 
pound. He could grow as much additional cotton as he 
desired without any penalty whatever but for which he 
would receive no subsidy. And the cotton he produced in 
addition to his domestic-allotment quota would be thrown 
upon the world market in competition With the cotton grown~ 
in the foreign countries. It is my opinion, .long entertained 
and often expressed, that if we contfnue to curtail our pro
duction without' doing anything to recapture our foreign 
markets we will soon be driven to the necessity of growing 
cotton only for domestic consumption. 

SMALL GROWER 

Under the provisions of the bill under consideration ade- · 
quate provision is not made for exemption from penalties 
to the small grower. Under the provisions of the Bankhead 
bill thousands of small farmers in south Mississippi as well 
as else\-.rhere were allotted less than a bale of cotton exempt 
from the penalty. This meant that many of these poor 
bill farmers were forced to pay their taxes, their supply 
merchants, feed, clothe, and educate their families on the 
cash received from less than a bale of cotton. And too 
often this cotton was the only money crop that they had. 

We cannot have a recurrence of this drastic situation 
under the administration of this bill. I have discussed the 
question of exemption of a minimum of three bales of cotton 
from the penalties provided in the bill with the distinguished 
Chairman of the committee, who is inclined to feel kindly 
to this suggestion, and I hope that I am correct in saying 
that I am led to believe that he may offer an amendment 
providing therefor. Of course, in the event that he does not, 
it is my purpose to do so. 

NEW FARMERS 

Mr. Chairman, I represent that portion of the State of 
Mississippi which is undergoing a trao.sitory period in its 
development and in its industry. Fifty years ago practicaUY 
the entire Sixth Congressional District of Mississippi was cov
ered with beautiful virgin pine timber. But about that time 
the sawmill made its advent, and today practically every acre 
of the 16 counties in that congressional district has been 
denuded of these stately pines, which were manufactured 
into lumber and shipped to the markets of the world. There 
has scarcely been a month within the past 10 years that some 
sawmill which had been employing anywhere from 25 to a 
thousand or fifteen hundred men has not closed down 
and ceased operations, throwing these people out of employ
ment. It is necessary for them to find some method of mak
ing a livelihood. They must turn from the manufacture of 
lumber to some other occupation. In the absence of minerals 
under the surface there is nothing for them to do except to 
turn to agricultural pursuits. Cotton has long been the cash 
crop by which the people of my section lived. Yet under the 
provisions of this bill there is scarcely any substantial provi
sion made whereby these former sawmill laborers can obtain 
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a quota to · raise cotton, practically the only cash crop that 
they can grow in this section. It is true that provision is 
made for 2% percent of the total allotment for this and 
other purposes. Moreover, this 2 ~ percent must be used 
for other purposes in addition to taking care of these new 
farmers who have no base under which they would other
wiSe be entitled to a quota. If the whole 2 Y2 percent under 
this provision that was granted to the State of Mississippi 
were given to the 16 counties in my congressional district, it 
would not be half sufficient to take care of those who desire 
to plant cotton. And yet my district is not the heaviest 
cotton-growing district, by any means, in the State. 

APPORTIONMENT OF ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 

Under the provisions of the bill, authority is given the Sec
retary of Agriculture to determine the national acreage allot
ment for quotas for the several States. And then further 
provision is made for the Secretary to annually further sub
divide the number of tilled acres of the allotment among the 
several counties, or other local administrative area.s of the 
State, so that the allotment of each farm shall be a prescribed 
percentage of the average of the tilled acres of the farm, 
which percentage shall be the same for all farms in the 
county or area. 

In the opinion of a number of us who have discussed this 
question, it would be much better to provide that the allot
ments should be made by counties separately· and that the 
allotment of each farm be a prescribed percentage of. the 
acreage·- of the tilled acres -of the farm, which percentage. 
shall be the same for -ail farms in that particular State. In 
other words, we think it would be better and fairer if the 
percentage should be uniform throughout the State rather 
than the county or some other arbitrary area. This would 
be most beneficial to the so-called hill sections which have 
always suffered in an apportionment of the aDotment and 
whereby the other sections had benefited. And an amend
ment to this end will be offered, possibly by our distin
guished colleague from Mississippi, Mr. FoRD. I hope that 
it will be generously supported. 

DIFFICULTIFS OF ADMINISTRATION 

It has been our observation in the past, and, if experience 
is worth anything, we can reasonably expect that in the 
future there Will be many difficulties of administration of 
this important legislation. Regardless of what the intent of 
the Congress may be, and notwithstanding the high motives 
that impel the Congress in its enactment of a law of this 
nature, there are bound to be many irregularities ~d inequi
ties in the administration of the law. Petty jealousies, poli
tics. ine:filciency, selfishness, and other foreign and evil influ
ences enter into the administration of a law of this nature. 
Every effort should be made to safeguard the administration 
of the law against such unwelcome effects and deficiencies 
in the administration thereof. To that end, I would like to 
see, and propose to offer at the proper time, an amendment 
which would give at least one representative on the com
mittee making the State quotas from every congressional 
district. 

RESEARCH LABORATORY 

Mr. Chairman, there is one provision of this bill with which 
I am particularly delighted. Section 402 (a) authorizes 
$10,000,000 annually to be made available out of the gen
eral appropriations provided for in the bill for the establish
ment of regional research facilities to find and develop new 
markets and uses for farm products. And this is a matter 
that a number of us have been very much interested in. In 
fact, the distinguished junior Senator from Mississippi intro
duced a bill in the last session of the Congress seeking the 
establishment of such a unit for research to be made in order 
that new uses might be found for cotton. It was my priv
ilege to cooperate by introducing a similar bill at the same 
session in the House. And credit should be given to my dis
tinguished colleague from Mississippi, who is a member of 
the House Agricultural Committee, for his untiring efforts 
in behalf of this proposal. 

Cognizance should be taken likewise of the efforts of the 
distinguished chairman of the Agriculture Committee of the 
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House, who has been sponsoring such legislation for some 
time. It is my sincere conviction that this is a forward step 
in the right direction, and especially should this prove ad
vantageous to the Cotton Belt. If the South is to continue 
to grow cotton on anything like as large a scale as it bas 
in the past, it is essential that some new uses be discovered 
for this staple. The consumption of this article has not 
kept pace with its production for the past number of y_ears. 
It is highly desirous, therefore, that this laboratory should 
be established, and we are very hopeful that our anticipa
tions will be realized as a result of this splendid set-up. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion allow me to repeat that I 
am thoroughly familiar with the difficulty in obtaining a 
well-rounded and perfect piece of legislation, embracing as 
many angles as this subject does. I realize that the Admin
istration, the Agriculture Committees of the respective 
Houses, and the membership of the Congress are sincerely 
endeavoring to work out the best bill that it is possible to 
obtain. The Senate bas an entirely different bill of its own 
over which they have been laboring for the past 10 days. 
We cannot tell at this time just what shape the legislation 
will finally take when it is enacted into law. But we are 
hopeful that in the final analysis we will have a piece of leg
islation that will be both beneficial to the argricultural inter
ests of the country and at the same time reflect credit upon 
the Congress, which has been doing its level best to that 
end. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. TonEY]. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in opposition 
to this proposed legislation. 

For 5 years I have been a member of the House Committee 
on Agriculture, and for more than 30 years I have had a 
deep and personal interest in the farmer and his problems. 
There has never been a time in my memory when the farmer 
has not had serious problems to solve. 

Both the majority and minority groups on our committee 
have a common desire and purpose to contribute something 
toward the solution of these problems. We differ as to 
methods and ways and means to accomplish this. 

The Senate and House bills differ in several particulars, 
and what is going to happen is an old story in legislation. 
Both bills will be sent to conference and rewritten in the 
obscurity and secrecy of that office, and when the conference 
report comes back to us we will have the sole prerogative 
of voting it up or voting it down. 

The prime objective of this proposed farm legislation is to 
raise farm prices by Government regulation. 

This bill abounds in fallacies. 
Let us reason together. 
First is the fallacy that compulsory control of production 

is wise and desirable? What are the facts? I cannot do 
better than to quote the views of a constituent of mine: 

The administration's attempts to control raw commodity prices 
have inevitably led to Government control of producers. Adopted 
as emergency measures to cure temporary difficulties, the methods 
gradually change, and the programs become permanent. In most 
instances the initial control consists ln withholding supplies from 
the market. A resulting temporary increase in price is hailed as 
a. sig.n of success. But increased prices always attract increased 
production, and the Government starts making "loans" on increas
ing surpluses to try to maintain prices. Tills only serves to fur
ther encourage production by giving seeming assurance of sta
b111ty of prices. Then comes compulsory curtailment of produc
tion and the program reached its permanent stage. 

The production (or price) control program of the United States 
in three commodities indicates what happens in the international 
market. 

We controlled copper production, and our percentage of the 
world total fell from 54 percent to 34 percent. We controlled 
cotton production, and our percentage of the world total fell from 
53 percent to 41 percent. We controlled wheat production, and 
our percentage of the world total fell from 25 percent to 17 per
cent. Other countries have bad the same experience. !Brazil 
with coffee, Cuba with sugar, India with tea, Bolivia with tin. 

By first trying to fix prices, and finally to do that regulating 
production, we increase the price of commodities to our own peo
ple, we encourage increased production of these commodities in 
corners of the world where such control does not exist, we lose 
at least a part of our world market, our ability to buy foreiill-

produced commodities we need is reduced, and, finally, our tax 
costs are greatly increased, as well as our commodity prices, by 
reason of the "loans" we make on our own surpluses. 

The whole picture is one of tangled economics, sufficiently com
plex in causes and effects as not to be generally understood, and 
therefore not criticized by the people who are being victimized 
by the false policies of their own Government. 

So much for the economics of compulsory production 
control. 

Furthermore, I honestly believe the great majority of 
farmers are, or will be, opposed to such a program. The 
National Grange is outspoken in its condemnation of com
pulsory control, and many individual members of the Farm 
Bureau feel the same. Only the other day in our commit
tee one member reported that the farmers out in his district 
were aroused against compulsory control. He had been 
hearing from them. Pass this legislation and you will hear 
more from them. This same member prophesied that those 
voting for compulsory control would be defeated for 
reelection. 

If this legislation becomes law and the full effect of powers 
granted thereunder are fully realized by the American 

·farmer, I predict that they will hold us responsible for having 
surrendered the freedom of action and powers of individual 
initiative which have always been and, please God, ever 
shall be their heritage. 

Oh, but you will be told that a subcommittee of the Senate 
held hearings in various sections of the Nation, at which 
farmers appeared and voiced their endorsement of the pro
gram. Undoubtedly there were many who endorsed the pro
gram, and very probably many who objected to it, but let 
me point out one method which was used to secure endorse
ments at these hearings. 

Officials of the Department of Agriculture-namely, the 
Soil Conservation Division-took the long-distance tele
phone and called up the agricultural commissioners in 
several States (I am referring now to the hearings held in 
the northeast part of the country-namely, New York State) 
and gave the commissioners a list of names to be invited or 
requested to attend this hearing in New York, from these 
several States. In every case the men who were invited were 
either proponents of the A. A. A. or they were connected 
with the Department of Agriculture through the Soil Con
servation Division, and in some cases were on the salary 
lists thereof. In some cases where these individuals could 
not afford to go and pay their own expenses their expenses 
were paid for them. To me, such action savors somewhat of 
packing a jury, or perhaps, in view of what was attempted 
earlier this year, I should say packing a court. [Applause.] 

Such are the methods of bureaucracies. 
In my opinion compulsory control will not stand the test 

of economics, will not command the support of the farmers 
themselves once they feel its yoke upon them, nor will it 
receive the sanction of the courts. 

This bill provides for coercion of farmers into acceptance 
of compulsory control by the use of Federal funds. It will 
tend, and maybe i is intended, to set up a collectivist 
system in America, abd once sanctioned for agriculture at
tempts will speedily follow to make it apply to labor and to 
industry. 

President Roosevelt, in a - recent address, claimed that 
George Washington would have favored the present-day 
Government plan to aid farmers. That may be· true, but. 
if it is timely to quote as authority leaders of 140 years ago, 
over and against that I offer the testimony of as great an : 
agriculturist-Thomas Jefferson-who, in _speaking of agri
culture in his first annual mess·age to Congress, said: . . 

Agriculture, manufacture, commerce, and navigation, the four 
pillars of our prosperity, are the most thriving when left to 
individual enterprise. 

I do commend the President, however, on his statement 
made on September 14 setting forth his views as to the 
fundamental policies which should be followed in drafting 
a farm bill. 

That was a sound and admirable statement, and is worthy 
of thoughtful consideration by every Member of the House, 
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as well as of all American citizens, who have the welfare· 
of agriculture and the spirit of our free form of government 
at heart. 

I quote from the President's plea for a sane farm program, 
as follows: 

The plan must finance itself. Agriculture has at no time sought 
and does not now seek any such access to the Public Treasury as 
was provided by the costly and futile attempts at price stabiliza.
tion by the Federal Farm Board. 

It must make use of existing agencies, and so far as possible, 
be decentralized 1n its administration, so that the chief responsi
bility for its operation will rest with the locality rather than with 
bureaucratic machinery in Washlngton. 

The plan must be, insofar as possible, voluntary. 

The statement of the President is particularly timely at 
this moment when the House and Senate are working daily 
to produce a sane program for the farmers, and I urge the 
House to follow the sound course set forth by the Chief 
Executive. 

Perhaps I did not make myself clear at the beginning of 
this reference. In referring to this statement of the Presi
dent I said it was made on september 14, but it was not 
September 14, 1937, it was September 14, 1932. [Applause.] 

Another fallacy of the pending bill is in attempting to 
restrict production by reduction of acreage. One needs but 
to contemplate the cotton situation since the passa.ge of 
the Bankhead Act, and the greatly increased production 
which came from a given acreage by heavier applications 
of fertilizer and the narrowing up of rows. It has been 
clearly demonstrated from past ex-perience in recent years 
that reduction of acreage will not result in proportionate 
reduction in total Yield. · 

Still another fallacy is that entertained by the Department 
of Agriculture and supported in this bill, that an accurate 
or worthwhile estimate of agricultural production can be 
made in 1 year of what the agricultural production will be 
6 months or 9 months ahead in the future. What man or 
agency has the gift of prescience in a degree to estimate with 
any certainty the influence on future crop yield of such 
often-present factors as drought, rainfall, insect enemies, 
plant di.seases, and many other variables? 

In the last analysis these attempts to gage future pro
duction can be but a series of guesses, and the guessers are 
up againSt imponderable forces which will checkmate the 
best of intentions and result in regrettable confusion. 

Yet another· fallacy embodied in this bill is the potential 
injustice which it places upon the largest income producer 
in all agriculture, namely, the dairy industry. 

I need not go into detail, for the able speeches of the two 
gentlemen from Wiscon.sin (!fr. SAUTHOFF and Mr. BoiLEAU] 
fully set this forth. A gross income of nearly two billion 
dollars in 1936 establishes the importance of the dairy indus
try. It has been demonstrated beyond cavil that the dairy 
interests have received the short end of benefitc:: from the 
Agricultural Administration. 

I believe that the fears of the dairy interests of the coun
try that a large part of the 30,000,000 acres to be t~en out 
of the production of cotton, wheat, tobacco, and corn lands 
will be used directly or indirectly for feeding of dairy herds, 
with an increasing output of dairy products, are well 
grounded. With the Government paying the owners of 
these lands for taking their land out of production of these 
staples, it is certain that the dairy interests will be faced 
with a greater handicap in the future. 

Convinced of these injustices and discrepancies, which are 
actverse factors for the dairy industry, it wa5 my pleasure 
to support the Boileau amendment in committee and I shall 
vote for it on the floor, and I believe it Will receive material 
support on the basis of common justice. . 

I sincerely hope that Members of the House, regardless of 
party, will support the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Minnesota, which prohibits foreign shipments of 
dairy products into the United States unless said dairy prod
ucts have been produced from milk or cows either free 
from bovine tuberculosis or which are undergoing tests for 
bovine tuberculosis. Tuberculosis has been cleaned up in 

my own state of New Hampshire~ and many other states of 
the Union. Millions of dollars have been spent for this, and 
the people have reaped the benefit through sanitary prod
ucts. What a fallacy to impose such a reform, with great 
expense, upon our farmers, and then to leave our doors 
open for the Nation to be flooded with foreign products 
produced from infected herds. 

The last fallacy which I bring to your attention is the 
fallacy which I have cited many times in recent years. 
Under the proposed plan in the pending bill we shall take 
about 30,000,000 acres of farm land out of production and 
yet we permit to come into this country agricultural prod
ucts from 30,000,000 acres of foreign farm lands. 

We are telling our American farmers, for whose interests 
we are supposed to be trustees, that there is no market in 
this country for the products of his 30,000,000 acres, but we 
are telling the farmers of foreign lands to send theirs in 
and are giving them the American market, which we are 
taking away from our own farmers. 

We are spending hundreds of millions of dollars for irri
gation, reclaiming land to make it productive, and then we 
are taxing the citizens of this country to pay benefit pay
ments to farmers _fo! not producing on land already available 
for production. · 

If we have scholars in our high schools who are not cap
able of recognizing the fallacy of such a procedure they _ 
ought to be transferred to our State schools for the feeble
minded, and if this is true of adolescents how much more it 
is true of Members of Congress who permit such a. fallacy 
to exist. £Applause.] 

I think it was Puck who said: -"What fools these mortals 
be." 

I have tried sincerely to point out some of the fallacies in 
our present agricultural policy and in the pending bill, but I 
would not confine my remarks solely to criticism. As I said 
in the beginning, I recognize that there are inequalities and 
injustices bearing down_ upon the farmers of this country, 
but I believe that we are adopting wrong methods to bring_ 
them real and lasting relief. ·I want to help them solve their · 
problems and do something constructive to that end. There
fore, in closing, I offer a program for agriculture; 

First. Let us restore confidence in the Nation by passing 
at this session modification of our tax system [applause] 
as set forth by the chairman of the Senate Finance Comm1t
tee, Sen~tor Harrison, in his add:r:ess the other night. 

Then we should balance the Budget in accordance with 
the sound address of Secretary Morgenthau a few weeks ago. 

And then we should repeal the Thomas amendment, under 
which Congress authorized the President to print three 
bollions of paper money in the emergency a few days ago. 

Such action would at once improve busines.s, and that 
would relieve unemployment, and that would increase con
sumption, which would benefit the farmer. 

Second. I would not take away the birthright of the Amer
ican farmer, and give it to foreign producers, as incontro
vertible figures demonstrate has been done. This is con
cisely set forth in the annual report of the National Grange 
from _which I quote: · 
F-or the first 6 months of 1937: 

Agricultural imports------------------------ $1, 151, 038, 222 . 
Agricultural exports------------------------- 435, 099, 385 

Agricultural trade deficit_________________ 715, 938, 837 

This tells the story of millions ot lost acreage to our agriculture. 

Third. Encourage and stimulate ·farm cooperatives, and so 
help the farmers to help themselves. 

Fourth. Continue and improve the Soil Conservation Act. 
Fifth. Maintain and strengthen the resources of the Farm 

Credit Administration which has been a sound, constructive 
agency for the farmer's benefit. 

Sixth. Pay the farmers subsidies to develop new crops of 
value. There is a vast opportunity for such constructive 
action in this field. By this we could develop new industrial 
outlets for nonfood crops which indu.stry could utilize, and 
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1n the realm of chemistry there is much of hope for agricul
ture in the possibilities of production of alcohol for power, 
tung oil, soybean oil, and other products which the skill of 
research can develop. 

Seventh. Investigate and adjust the anomalies and injus
tices of freight rates which the farmer always pays. 

Eighth. Correct injustices that bear down upon the farm
ers of this country through monopolistic power and controL 

Here is an outline of a program which, while not spectacu
lar, yet in my judgment is sound and practical and should 
be the American way. I believe it will work if the fallacious 
policies now being stressed are discarded and we return to 
sanity. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
endorse wholeheartedly the statement made by the dis
tinguished gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MAsSINGALE], 
who declared in his address early in the afternoon that this 
bill. is a veritable Chinese puzzle. To understand this meas
ure, you would not only have to employ logarithms but you 
would have to have a series of seances with the departed 
spirit of Houdini himself. 

Mr. Chairman, I have read and reread the bill before us, 
and for 2 days I have listened to the debate that has ensued 
on the measure, and the more I read and the more discussion 
I hear the more I am convinced that no one can interpret 
the provisions of this bill or can predict with any degree of 
certainty just what effect it will have on the agriculture 
of the Nation if enacted. Despairing of enlightenment in 
this Chamber, on yesterday I visited another forum where 
a similar measure is under discussion, and to my further 
bewilderment and dismay, I discovered that the other body 
is suffering from the same bog and confusion which prevails 
in this body. It seems to me that the more we debate and 
consider this proposition the more "confounded becomes our 
confusion." 

Mr. Chairman, recognizing the omnipotence of Divine 
Providence, I have always been skeptical of any legislation 
that any parliamentary body may enact, the object of 
which is to circumvent Nature. Regardless of any legis
lation which we may enact, I have an idea that the seasons 
will continue to come and go, and the rain will continue to 
fall upon the just and the unjust, just as it has since the 
morning stars first sang at creation's dawn. 

Mr. Chairman, why we would pass a bill curtailing agri
cultural production in this ·country when during the first 8 
months of the present year we imported $1,115,000,000 worth 
of agricultural commodities and exported only agricultural 
products to the value of $400,000,000, does not make sense 
to me and is beyond my power of comprehension. 

I had hoped, if we passed a farm bill at this session, that 
some attention might be given to livestock and some provi
sion made for its improvement. In this hope, however, I 
regret to say I have been sadly disappointed. In previous 
agricultural legislation, livestock has received attention, but 
that attention was in the nature of decimation and destruc
tion of livestock by slaughter. You will recall that under 
the Triple A program 6,000,000 pigs, 1,000,000 mother cows, 
and 2,000,000 sheep were slaughtered, while at the same 
time meat products were being imported into the United 
States from foreign countries to the value of more than a 
billion dollars. To me such a policy is unreasonable and 
paradoxical, not to say downright silly. 

Mr. Chairman, if legislation could be enacted to improve 
the type of our livestock it would be a definite move in the 
right direction. Such legislation would be sound. practical, 
and of permanent benefit and value, and would not be an 
infringement on the power_.of Providence. Dr. L.A. Rich
ardson, of the University of Tennessee, has outlined such a 
plan, and it is so sound and plausible that I ask consent that 
it be made a part of my remarks. His plan is as follows: 

The soil conservation and farm allotment program has so far 
omitted livestock. The program as it is pertains to soil conserve.-

tion and improvement by means of lime, fertilizers, and seeding of 
row crop acreage to grass for pasture purposes, and the planting 
of legumes. To make a well-rounded program for the farmer of 
the Southeast as well as for the farmer of the Nation a. Uvestock 
improvement movement should be incorporated. 

As roughage tonnage and pasture acreage is increased it 1s only 
logical that an outlet should be provided through livestock. Un
less the farmer can in this way market his grass and increased 
_tonnage of roughage it can readily be recognized that he will 
reach a point of saturation with reference to crops and soil im
provement beyond which he will be reluctant to go, and his 
tendency will be to give up the present program entirely. 

In inaugurating this movement it 1s suggested that a benefit 
payment similar in nature to that received by the farmer in the 
soil conservation and farm allotment program be paid to the 
farmer who will breed his livestock to an approved purebred sire. 
This payment should be based on the cow, sow, mare, and ewe as a 
unit, and the suggested outline of the same is as follows: 

Horses: A benefit payment of $4 per head to the farmer who 
will breed his mare to a purebred jack . or stallion in the com
munity doing custom service. A benefit payment of $2 per head 
to the farmer who uses the service of his own jack or stal11on. 

Cattle: A benefit payment of $2 per head to the farmer who will 
breed his cows or heifers of breeding age to a purebred bull in the 
community doing custom service. A benefit payment of $1 per 
head to the farmer who uses the service of his own male on the 
cows in his herd up to 50 head; then a benefit payment of 50 
cents per head for the next 50 head; then a benefit payment of 
25 cents per head for the next 100 head, and in the case of large 
commerclal herds a llm.itation on the benefit payments should be 
set by those admin1ster1ng the program. 

Hogs: A benefit payment of $1.50 per head to the farmer who 
will breed his sow to a purebred boar in the community doing 
custom service. A benefit payment of $1 per head to the farmer 
who uses the service of his own male on the sows in his herd up to 
10 head; then a benefit payment of 50 cents per head for the next 
20 head, and a limitation on the benefit payments in the case of 
large herds. 

Sheep: A beneficial payment of 50 cents per head to the farmer 
who will use a purebred ram on his ewes up to 25 head; then a 
benefit payment of 25 cents per head for an additional 75 ewes; 
and then a limitation on the benefit payments in the case of large 
flocks. 

The appropriation of money by the United States Congress for 
the son conservation and farm allotment program was reported 
not used this past year by some $50,000,000. It is conservatively 
estimated that about 80 percent of the present allotment will be 
used this year. H this is true, the appropriation as made by 
Congress should adequately carry a livestock improvement pro
gram based on a benefit-payment plan for the use of purebred 
sires. The number of participants tn the various States will de
pend upon the number of farmers who have the stuff to breed. 
From a cross section of the Natiom 1t is roughly estimated that 
the 48 States will require somethilU like $50,000,000 annually for 
benefit payments. 

The machinery for carrying out the incorporation of a livestock
improvement program is already set up. The additional informa
tion which the farmer would have to give in filllng out his work 
sheet would be the number of livestock which he had on his farm 
and expected to breed. A deflnite report would have to be made 
upon the foaling of the colt, the dropping of the calf, the farrow
ing of the sow, and the lambing of the ewe, as proof of cla.im 
for the benefit payment due. 

H provision is made for the livestock farmer to participate 1n 
the national farm program the use of purebred sires for the im· 
provement of quality is as essential as the application of lime 
and fertilizer are for the improvement of son and the increasing 
crop yield. Such movement also means the increase in the com
mercial or market value of the offspring, which greatly transcends 
any expenditure of money for benefit payments. 

Conditions in the Southeast so far as climate, topography, and 
diversification of crops grown are concerned are conducive to 
livestock production. The southern farmer has been at a disad
vantage with reference to being adequately supplied with livestock 
to properly utmze his acres. The livestock which he has raised 
has been of inferior quality, and it is only by means of a pure
bred sire, in an improvement movement encouraged by the Federal 
Government, that rapid advancement may be expected. 

In addition to the natural facUlties of the South for livestock 
production, there has come to the South in the past 10 years 
an investment of better than $10,000,000 in packing plants, and 
between $5,000,000 and $6,000,000 in bUilding plants for the manu
facture of milk products. This expansion of the packing and 
milk industries is simply preceding an industrial expansion of 
this entire area. The southern farmer is primarily interested in 
improving the quality of his livestock for the market. 

In the opinion of the thinking livestock men such program, 
1f initiated, would infuse new blood and bring a much greate:t: 
number of participants into the present farm program than have 
embraced it so far. The incorporation of a livestock program 
with the improvement of soils and crops would present to the 
farmers of the Southeast as well as to the farmers of the Nation, 
a more all-around program, and render them livestock conscious 
as well as son- and crop-improvement conscious. 
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ExHIBIT-TENNEssEE 

Cattle-Improvement by use of purebred buU-Data based on 
1936 census 

Number farms reporting, 1935---------------------- 224, 157 
Nuxnber of head, 1935-37--------------------------- 677,593 
Average per fartn, 1935----------------------------- 5.5 Value, 1935 ______________ _: ________________________ ._ $17, 820, 695 

. Less 20 percent for nonbreeders, replacement, market 
turnover, etc------------------------------------ $542, 007 

Estimated that 75 percent of fartners will participate 
in program, or 406,505 head for breeding. 

60 percent, or 243,903 head, for community or custom 
breeding at $2 per head benefit payD1ent __________ _ 

40 percent, or 162,602 head, on farms where bull is 
owned, at $1 per head benefit payment-----------

Total benefit payment on cattle _____________ _ 

$487,806 

162,602 

650,408 
===== 

Annual commercial and market increase in cattle and 
cattle products due to 1n:lluence of purebred sire, at 
$11 per head.----------------------------------- $4,471, 555 

~us benefit payment------------------------------ 650,408 
Total___________________________________ 5,121,963 

Swine--Improvement by use of purebred boar-Data based on 
1935 census 

Nuxnber farms reporting, 1935--------------------- 163, 142 
Number of head, 1935----------------------------- 1,002,283 
Average per farn1, 1935----------------------------- 6.1 
Value, 1935 ---------------------------------------- $9, 708, 000 

Brood sows: 
Spring farrow, 1937------------------------- 112, 000 
Fall farrow, 1937------------------------------- 97,000 

Total ---------------------------------- 209, 000 

Estimated that 75 percent of farmers w1l1 participate 
in program, or 156,760 head for breeding. 

'15 percent, or 92,570 head, for community or custom 
breeding at $1.50 per head benefit payment________ $108,855 

2S percent, or 64,190 head, on farms where boar is 
owned at $1 per head benefit payment___________ 64,190 

Total benefit payment on swine_______________ 173, 045 

Annual commercial and market increase in pork and 
pork products due to 1nfluence of purebred pboa, 
on basis of two litters per year, 5 pigs per litter, or 
1,881,120 head finished at a market weight of 200 
pounds with increased market value of $1.50 per 
head--------------------------------------------- $2,829,680 

~us benefit payment----------------------------- 173,045 
Total______________________________________ 8,002,685 

Sheep improvement by use of purebred ram dat4 based on 1935 
censu.s 

Number farms reporting-----~---------------------
Number of head, 1935----------------------------
ilvera.ge per farm, 1935-----------------------------
Va.lue, 1935----------------------------------------
Number of ewes 1 year old and over for service _______ _ 
Estimated that 90 percent of farmers will participate 

in program, or 290,008 head for breeding. 
290,008 head for service on farms where fiocks are 

owned, at $0.50 per head-------------------------
Total benefit payment on sheeP--------------

Annual commercial and market increase in value due 
to influence of purebred ram; 110 percent lamb 

17,266 
4.11, 088 

23.8 
$1,870,450 

822,232 

$145,004 
$145,004. 

crop, or 319,008 lambs, at $2.40 per heacL __________ $765, 619.20 
Plus benefit payment-------------------------------- 145,004.00 

Total---------------------------------------- 870,623.20 
Draft stock improvement by use of purebred stallion or jack 

(Data based on 1935 census supplemented by livestock and crops 
report of Jan. 1, 1937} 

Horses: 
Number farms reportblg, 1935-----------------
Number of head: 1935 ______________________________________ _ 

1937---------------------------------------
Average per farm, 1935------------------------
Value: 

85,897 

140,621 
151,000 

1.6 

1935--------------------------------------- $11,414,641 
1937--------------------------------------- $16,005,000· 

Mules: 
Number farms reporting, 1935------------------
Number of head: 1935 ______________________________________ _ 

1937------------------------------------

141,358 

304,827 
291,000 

Draft stock improvement by use of purebred stallion or jack-Con. 
Mules-Continued. 

Average per farm, 1935--------------------- 2. 2 
Value: 

1935--------------------------------------- $31,835,157 
1937--------------------------------------- $40,875,000 

Number of mares on farms for service in 1935______ 21, 120 
15 percent increase for 1937------~----------------- 24,288 

Estimated that 90 percent of farmers owning mares 
will participate in program, or 21,860 head for 
breeding. · 

92 percent, or 20,112 head, for community or custom 
service, at $4 per head. benefit payment ___________ _ $80,448 

8 percent, or 1,748 head, or farms where sire is owned, 
at $2 per head------------------------------------ 3,496 

Total benefit payment on draftstock.-________ _ 88,944 
===== 

Annual increase in market value of colts 2 years old, 
due to the infiuence of a purebred sire, at $40 
per head-----------------------------------------

Plus benefit payment------------------------------
$874,440 

88,944. 

Total--------------------------------------- 968,384 
Summary total results clue to influence of purebred sires 

Benefit payment: 
Cattle-------------------------------------------- $650,408 
Swine-------------------------------------------- 173, 045 
SheeP-------------------------------------------- 145,000 
Draft stock --------------------------------------- 83, 944 

Total------------------------------------------- 1,052,397 

Increase in market value: 
Cattle-------------------------------------------- 4,471,555 

:!~~ ======:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:=::: 2, ~;: ~g 
Draft stock------------------------------------- 874, 440 

TOtal------------------------------------------- 8,941,294 . 
Mr. Chairman, I am greatly interested in the problems 

of the farmer. and I would certainly cheerfully support any 
legislation which might redound to his benefit. But during 
my years in Congress and my experience with the efforts 
we have made to improve the farmer's lot, I sometimes won
der if the complicated and crack-pot legislation we have 
enacted in his behalf has not been more harmful than 
helpful to him. I know that it is the sentiment of a large 
segment of our farming population that governmental inter
ference is harmful. A great many farmers do not want to 
be humiliated by subsidy nor by regimentation. They want 
to be let alone to work out their own salvation. They own 
their farms, and they want to be free to control their own 
crops and their own destiny. They do not want to be serfs. 
and they do not want to come under the domination of 
crystal-gazing bureaucrats and experimenters. 

Mr. Chairman, unless some of the obnoxious provisions 
of this bill are eliminated, I shall feel constrained to vote 
against it. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CARLsoN]. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, before entering into a 
discussion of the farm bill as introduced on Monday by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs], chairman of the Agri
cultural Committee, I want to commend him and the com
mittee for their sincere and hard efforts to bring to the 
House a measure that will be of benefit to agriculture. This 
bill no doubt centains many divergent views, and after lis· 
tening to the debate for 2 full days one can readily realize 
that this measure is a compromise. In fact, all legislation 
enacted into law is compromise. Many further amendments 
will be offered to the biU before we reach a final vote, and 
then we will have days or possibly weeks in conference be
tween the House and Senate before final enactment. 

I desire to state at the outset that this measure, in my 
opinion, will not assure the farmers of their fair share of the 
national income. The farmers do not ask for special favors, 
but they are interested in one thing, and that is the securing 
of parity income, parity prices, or cost of production for the 
things on the farm that they must sell in the public market. 
Agriculture is our greatest basic industry. The records show 
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that our country has never been on a solid or prosperous 
basis unless agriculture was prosperous. 

It is interesting to note that agriculture's total share of 
the national income declined steadily from 33.6 ·percent in 
1850 to 7.5 percent in 1932. This was caused largely by 
a shift of our population fr-om the farm to the city during 
this period,· and it shows the inequality of farm income with 
nonfarm income. Not only did agriculture's total share of 
the national income decline from 1850 to 1932, but the per 
capita farm income in relationship to the national total 
income also declined from a high point of 67 percent in 1860 
to 30 percent in 1932. Since 1932 various measures have 
been enacted to assist in increasing the ·agricultural income, 
but very little progress has been made. In 1936 our national 
income was $63,799,000,000, out of which agriculture received 
9.4 percent, or only approximately $6,000,000,000. It is esti
mated that this year the 30,000,000 farm folks will receive 
less than 11 percent of our national income. I know you 
will agree with me that it is impossible to have sound re
covery when the farmer and agriculture, representing about 
30 percent of the people, actually receive less than 10 per
cent of the national income. The purposes of this legisla
tion are -well defined in the committee report, which reads 
as follows: 

Legislation to meet the present farm problem should not be 
· focused on the control of acreage, except to the extent of the 

incidental control brought about by inducing farmers to carry 
out recognized soil-conservation and soil-building practices on 
their farms. Such legislation should not be based on an economy 
of scarcity. Nor should such legislation be designed to meet a 
temporary emergency. It should, on the contrary, encourage the 
abundant product ion of agricultural commodities, and provide for 
the storage or warehousing of the production above current needs 
in order to have such commodities available at reasonable prices in 
years of drought or other adverse conditions. Such legislation 
should, by means of loans, assist farmers to cooperate with Gov
ernment in reaching thls desirable objective. Such legislation 
should provide means of regaining our export markets in farm 
products to the end that such products may tlow freely into the 
markets of the world. As an aid to accompllshlng this purpose, 
and as a benefit to both farmers and consumers of farm products 
in the United States, it should provide means for examining the 
freight-rate structure so far as it relates to frelght rates on farm 
products. And finally it should encourage research into the possi
bilities of new uses and new markets for agricultural commodities 
in cooperation with the State agricultural colleges and other State 
agencies. 

The features of this bill dealing with soil-conservation 
and soil-building practices, the encouragement of abundant 
production, the provisions for loans on commodities to assist 
farmers in holding their crops, and the effort to secure a 
return of our export markets are laudable purposes and 
should be helpful to the farmers of this country. It is en
couraging to me to note that one of the purposes of this 
legislation is to provide means for regaining our export 
market in farm products. 

If our Nation was fortunate enough to have a foreign 
outlet for a large supply of our wheat, cotton, and other farm 
crops, even at a low price, then we would insist on legis
lation that would give the farmer a domestic price on the 
percentage of his farm commodities that were consumed at 
home and permit him to sell or dispose of the remainder 
at whatever they would bring on the world market. The 
home price of these farm commodities would then be based 
on the purchasing power of the farmer's dollar as compared 
to the commodities he must purchase in our home markets. 
It is not always a ques.tion of what the farmer receives for 
his commodities, but a farmer's prosperity is generally de
termined by what his dollar will purchase in the way of 
taxes, interest, and manufactured commodities. In my 
opinion, this type of farm legislation would soon automati
cally cause the farmer to take a percentage of his land out 
'of production and place it in soil-improving crops. Under 
our present system of reciprocal-trade agreements we can
not consider such a program. In fact, we have largely de
stroyed our export market for farm commodities and are 
now importing enormous amounts of competitive farm prod
ucts. Recently we have been informed that imports of com
petitive agricultural products. such as wheat, corn, livestock, 

and so forth, have exceeded our ext>Orts by 18 percent for 
the ·first time in the history of our Nation. 

For the year 1936 we exported competitive farm products 
valued at $733,000,000 and imported similar commodities 
valued at · $868,000,000. During the :Orst 9 months of 1937 
we imported 84,000,000 bushels of com and 18,721,580 bushels 
of wheat. These imports have, no doubt, been greatly en
couraged by the recent drought years. On the other hand, 
there is a growing feeling among farmers that their prod
ucts are being imported through the reciprocal-trade treaties 
for the exportation of manufactured commodities. Person
ally, I believe the American farmer is entitled to the Ameri~ 
can market and he should not be forced into competition 
with- farm products produced by countries which have a 
much lower standard of living. On several occasions I have 
called the attention of the House to the fact that while the 
Department of Agriculture is making an effort to divert land 
from the production of farm crops in order -to reduce sur
pluses, at the same time the Department of the Interior is 
spending hundreds of millions of dollars to bring millions of 
acres of arid land into production. Because of this every 
taxpayer is paying for an inconsistent and noncoordinated 
agricultural policy. The Department of Agriculture has 
estiniated that by taking 30,000,000 acres of land out of pro
duction and planting it to soil-improving crops, it would 
leave approximately the proper amount of tillable land to 
produce sufficient farm products for the Nation and keep 
down the burdensome surpluses which accumulate from time 
to time. We have been informed that this 30,000,000 acres 
is about the amount of land that would have been neces
sary to have produced the farm crops that have been im
ported into this country during tlie past year. 

During recent sessions of Congress we have voted large 
sums of money for the purpose of bringing into production 
8,000,000 acres of agricultural land, most of which is arid. 
One project, known as the Coiumbia River Basin project, 
will cost approximately $485,000,000 and bring into produc
tion 1,200,000 acres of arid land. I am not opposed to all 
reclamation and irrigation projects, but do believe that the 
two departments of government should coordinate their 
land-use policy. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill amends the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act in dealing with our five major crops: 
cotton, tobacco, wheat, corn, and rice. All of us are familiar 
with the purposes and workings of the Soil Conservation 
Act. One section of this bill should be very helpful in our 
section of the country. Subdivision 5 of section 8 under the 
soil-conservation program reads in part as follows: 

Shall be -construed to cover water conservation and the bene
ficial use of water on individual farms, including measures to 
prevent run-off, the building of check dams and ponds, and pro
viding facilities for applying water to the land. 

Under this amendment, farmers will be paid for conserving 
and storing water as a part of the soil-improving provisions 
of the bill should they elect to do so. 

The major crops in this bill affecting our section are wheat 
and corn. Following several years of short crops, we are 
now faced with a threatened surplus. To those of us who 
live in an area that did not raise any corn or wheat in sub
stantial quantities this year, nor fm.· several years, it is hard 
to think in terms of -surpluses. This situation must be taken 
into consideration in the framing of any farm legislation. 
I plan on offering an amendment at the proper time which 
will prohibit the quota provisions of this act from applying 
for that year in any county that did not produce 75 percent 
of an average crop of wheat or corn the previous year. I 
hope this amendment will be adopted. 

The Department of Agriculture informs us that our pres
ent wheat situation is something about like this. Following 
four short wheat crops, which averaged 600,000,000 bushels 
from 1932 to 1936, the wheat carry-over, or surplus, was 
reduced to 90,000,000 bushels by last June. This reduced 
surplus brought about a price considerably over $1 per 
bushel. The wheat farmers of the United States in the fall 
of 1937 planted 80,000,000 acres of wheat from which it is 
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estimated that we raised approximately 900,000,000 bushels. 
This, with the estimated carry-over, gave us about 990,000,000 
bushels of wheat. The wheat used for normal domestic con
sumption and feed and seed is approximately 620,000,000 
bushels. To this we add our 50,000,000 bushels for export, 
making a total of 670,000,000 bushels that we should be able 
to dispose of before next harvest. The Department of Agri .. 
culture informs me that from July 1 to September 30 this 
year we sold for wheat export, including flour, only 10,200,-
000 bushels of wheat. Therefore it is possible we will not 
reach the estimated 50,000,000 bushels. To this 670,000,000 
bushels we should add a normal carry-over of 125,000,000 
bushels, which will give us 795,000,000 bushels of wheat. 
When we subtract this from the 990,000,000 bushels raised, 
together with surplus, we will have a carry-over of surplus 
next July of approximately 200,000,000 bushels. 

Preliminary estimates indicate that again this fall the 
wheat farmers have planted approximately 80,000,000 acres. 
It is estimated that we can produce in the United States the 
normal requirements of this crop on 56,000,000 acres. There
fore, should we produce an average crop of wheat next year 
we will immediately be faced with a burdensome surplus. 

The provisions of this bill regarding wheat are such that 
it will not affect the production of wheat until we have a 
prospective yield and carry-over of 1,027,000,000 bushels, 
and should not be effective before 1940. Personally, I have 
never been able to convince myself that we should have 
quotas, but if we must, I can favor the provisions of the 
House bill, which are not nearly so stringent as the Senate 
bill. When this bill is up for amendment and debate I ex
pect to express myself further on the subject. 

The com section of this bill is somewhat different than 
that regarding wheat in that we have a commercial com 
area in the United States comprising in whole or in part 10 
Corn Belt States. I note by the map submitted for consider
ation that the present area includes the following counties 
in the Sixth Congressional District of Kansas: Sherman, 
Cheyenne, Decatur, Norton, Graham, Phillips, Smith, Jewell, 
Republic, and Cloud. The commercial com-producing area 
includes all counties in which the average production of 
field corn, during the 10 calendar years immediately preced
ing the calendar year in which the area is determined, after 
adjustment for abnormal weather conditions, is 400 bushels 
or more per farm, and 4 bushels or more for each acre of 
farm land in the county. The commercial corn area pro
duces approximately 1,700,000,000 bushels of corn while the 
remaining portion of the United States produces approxi
mately 906,000,000 bushels. In other words, only three-fifths 
of the com is produced in what will be known as a restricted 
com-producing area. It seems to me this might work to a 
distinct disadvantage to the com producers in the restricted 
sections. It will not be my policy to discuss what we are 
told is an abnormally large corn crop this year in view of 
the conditions in our district where we have produced no 
com to speak of for several years. 

Before concluding I want to compliment the· House commit
tee on bringing in a bill that does not carry the fines and 
penal provisions carried in the Senate bill, particularly that 
section which reads that whenever a farmer fails to furnish 
proof of his market of either wheat or corn by records, 
marketing cards, or other reports that might be required by 
the administration, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a fine of not 
more than $100. I am unalterably opposed to this type of 
legislation for the farmers of our country and should any 
such provision be in the bill before final passage I shall be 
forced to vote against it. 

It 1s not necessary, in my opinion, to have a farm pro
gram with penal provisions, and, more than that, I am con
vinced that should we be able to give the farmers a program 
that they feel will be helpful to them, it will not be necessary 
to use coercion to secure their cooperation. The House bill 
contains compulsory provisions regarding cotton and tobacco 
and when the proper time comes I expect to vote to remove 
these provisions from the bilL 

In conclusion I want to urge the Members of this House to 
work and vote for any amendments which will improve this 
bill from the standpoint of the farmer and producer. 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. THOMASON]. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, we have had 
this afternoon a very interesting study in contrasts. I was 
not surprised that my distinguished friend from New Hamp
shire [Mr. ToBEY] could find absolutely no good in this bill 
and, although he submitted a rather interesting program as 
a substitute for this bill, if my memory serves me right his 
own party was in control of both Houses of Congress, as 
well as the White House, for 12 years prior to 1933 and, so 
far as I can recall, not one thing was done by the then 
Republican majority of both Houses to carry out the program 
suggested by the gentleman from New Hampshire. 

Mr. TOBEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from 

New Hampshire. 
Mr. TOBEY. The gentleman will recall there was aDem

ocratic House here before 1933, with Mr. Gamer in the chair. 
Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Perhaps for a brief time, but 

for 10 years prior to that your party was in absolute control 
of both Houses and yet not one thing of a constructive na
ture was done for the relief of agriculture. 

In contrast to my distinguished and able friend, whom I 
regard very highly, we have the statement of the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. HoPE], the ranking Republican member 
of the committee, who comes from the greatest wheat section 
in America; and likewise the statement of my able friend 
from Iowa [Mr. Gn.CHRIST]' a Republican member of the 
Committee on Agriculture, who represents the greatest corn 
State in America. Both of these gentlemen gave hearty ap
proval to the principles of this bill. I was a little bit sur
prised at my genial friend from Oklahoma [Mr. MAsSINGALE], 
who now seems to have the very active support of our Re
publican friend from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR], in that he 
could not find anything good in this bill at all. He says his 
people cannot understand it. That may be true, but my 
people understand the difference between the 14 cents they 
received for cott0n a year ago and the 7 cents they are re
ceiving now. They want and expect us to do something about 
it. This is not a perfect bill, but I believe with proper 
amendments it can be made a very good one. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in hearty accord with the principles 
and philosophy of tlle bill as announced by my distinguished 
friend the gentleman from Texas, chairman of the Commit
tee on Agriculture. He was reared on a farm, has been here 
many years, and given great study to the problem. Above 
all, I know he is able, honest, and sincere. I have not one 
minute's sympathy with any proposal to recommit the bill. 

If this bill is not right, if the bill has no merit in it, oppor
tunity will be given on the floor of the House within the next 
2 days to offer as a substitute something that does have 
merit. To go off now up a dark alley with a price-fixing or 
cost-of-production program which everbody knows will get 
us nowhere at this time would be to scuttle the program and 
do nothing for the cause of agriculture. I hope no point of 
order will be made against such a substitute, and we will see 
how few votes theY. get. If you want any legislation at this 
session, let us do some constructive amending and do it now. 
Give the bill a chance to go to conference. 

Mr. Chairman, I tell you that the people of America, both 
urban and rural, are expecting and demanding legislation 
that is sane and constructive. I am not entirely in agree
ment with the statement made by my friend the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON] about some of us who may 
have signed the wage and hour petition. I was one of the 
first who signed it, although I am net committed to vote for 
the Black-Cannery bill. I signed it for the same reason I 
believe a great many of the Members of this House signed it. 
I do not care whether it is a farm bill, labor bill, neutrality 
bill, a veterans' bill, or any other kind of a bill; no committee 
which is purely and solely a policy committee has the right 
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to deny to the membership of the House, after another com
mittee has worked and studied for months on a bill and 
reported it to the House, the right to vote on the bill and 
arbitrarily say, "No; you cannot even consider the bill." 
[Applause.] I have heard of no threats or reprisals. I am 
against child labor and low wages, and I think some legisla
tion is needed. I am one of those who believe every man is 
entitled to his day in court. If the humblest man in the 
country files a case in court, I say he is entitled to a hearing. 
That is my attitude about the wage and hour bill. Let it 
be brought up here on its merits. The laboring man must 
have living wages before he can buy the farmers' products. 
The two are interdependent. But I did not come to talk 
about that. 

Mr. Chairman, I go back to the statement that was made 
regarding the merits of this bill. The committee has worked 
hard for months, and the bill is entitled to full and fair 
discussion, and every opportunity for amendment. It must 
be very materially amended to suit me. 

I say without hesitation that the present administration 
has done more for agriculture in America in the last 4 years 
than all other administrations, regardless of their political 
complexion, had done in the previous 50 years. [Applause.] 
Then to say that we come here impotent to pass any kind of 
legislation seems ridiculous to me. I have faith that we can 
pass a bill fair and just to all sections. 

There are some provisions of this bill I want to see 
amended, but what piece of important legislation is there 
about which there is not a great deal of controversy and 
to which many perfecting amendments are not offered? 
To say now, as I understand some are saying, and frequently 
meeting with applause from the minority side, that the 
only thing to do is to recommit the bill, when we are clothed 
with ample power to correct it as we see fit, is ridiculous. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes 

to the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. THOMASON of Texas. When it comes to amending 

this bill I should like to call to the attention of my friends, 
especially those from the arid West, some of the provisions 
in section 355 and particularly subsection (b). I was very 
much impressed yesterday with the remarks of my able 
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAHoN] about culti
vation of new lands. I am one of those who believe the 
allotment in this bill ought not to be placed on an absolute 
5-year basis. I believe it ought to be on the basis of cur
rent productive capacity. 

I can best illustrate this situation, I believe, because I am 
from the heart of the desert. I live way out at El Paso, 
where until a few years ago we had very little agricultural 
production, yet due to irrigation we have come now to be a 
community which produces cotton in a big way. We may 
produce more per acre than some sections, but it also costs 
us much more. We have greater overhead, water charges, 
and higher taxes. 

In one section of my district there is the Red Bluff 
project, where the farmers some years ago undertook to 
cultivate land in the Pecos Valley, but drought and low 
prices broke nearly all of them. Two or three years ago 
they obtained a loan and grant from P. W. A. and the 
R. F. C. and themselves built a dam at a cost of nearly 
$3,000,000, thus restoring some 40,000 or 50,000 acres of 
that land to cultivation. They must pay heavy taxes and 
charges to repay this loan. The dam was not completed 
until October a year ago. To say to these people that they 
shall be limited to 2¥2 percent of their production is abso
lutely unfair, when their land was reclaimed only 1 year 
ago and they cannot produce anything but cotton and 
alfalfa, and since the freight rates on alfalfa have jumped 
to $8 a ton, the raising of alfalfa has become absolutely 
prohibitive. 

I hope to offer amendments at the proper time either 
changing that provision in section 355 or else clothing the 
Secretary of Agriculture with adequate authority and dis
cretion so instead of putting a penalty on people who want 
to rotate crops, as these people have been doing for the last 

5 years in the community which I have just mentioned, we 
shall reward them for their enterprise and their effort to go 
along with a sound agricultural program. I want to amend 
the bill to take care of new land, to transfer bases between 
counties, and to make equitable adjustment for increasing 
acreage. In short, I want the irrigated sections to have 
the same fair treatment as the nonirrigated. I hope and 
believe that when we begin to read the bill for amendment 
tomorrow there will be sound perfecting amendments offered 
which will make the bill operate for the good of agricul
ture in general and not make it subject to the criticism of 
any of the partisans who have spaken, saying it has abso
lutely no merit whatsoever. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 

from Louisiana [Mr. ALLEN J such time as he may desire. 
Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I believe that I 

am correct in saying that the southern cotton farmer is in 
a worse plight than he has been for very many years. We 
are told that this is due to overproduction. Many of us be
lieve that the fault lies not so much in the amount that we 
have produced but in the method of distribution. Evidently 
there is underconsumption in our country not only in cot
ton but in every other farm product. There is a strange 
situation in this land of plenty, this land of too much we 
are told, when those who live in the cotton section, ~ven 
the cotton growers, themselves, do not have enough plain 
cotton clothes in many cases to take care of their needs. 

I wish to address myself principally to the condition and 
the needs of the small southern cotton farmer. I am inter- · 
ested in all of our farmers, big and little, but I confess that 
my greatest interest is in the small farmer. I know more 
about his condition than I know about any other class. I 
acquired this knowledge from the experience of having been 
born and reared on a small cotton farm. 

Last spring in the debates on the farm-tenancy bill we 
heard a great deal about the increase of tenancy. It is ap
palling when we consider that small farmers throughout the 
Nation as a whole have been forced from the role of farm 
owners to farm tenants. In my own State of Louisiana 63.07 
percent of the farmers do not own their farms. Gradually 
the small farmer who once owned his farm is being pushed off 
through forces over which he has no control. Most of our 
small farms were mortgaged a few years ago on the basis 
of 20-cent cotton, and it is no wonder now that they are not 
able to pay those mortgages when cotton is selling for less 
than 7 cents per pound. Thousands of small farms have gone 
on the block during the very recent past and the owners have 
been forced to become tenants or have been set adrift in the 
world to get a living as best they could. I know many com
munities that were once filled with happy home owners, occu
pying small farms, with their schools, their churches, their 
lodges close by, which are today almost abandoned, the 
church, the school, and everything else being largely a mem
ory, and this has been brought about because the small home 
owners, these small farmers, have faced conditions so difficult 
that many of them could not make the grade. 

Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that we would be able to get a 
farm bill that would so protect these small farmers that they 
would be able, either as tenants or as owners, to pick up the 
broken threads and carry on. I confess that in dealing with 
this class of our farmers the pending bill is disappointing. I 
realize that the Committee on Agriculture has labored long 
and hard. I do not censure them. I have the profoundest 
respect for the · committee and its very able chairman. But 
the fact stands out, as I understand the bill, that very little, 
if any, advantage is given in this bill to the small farmer. I 
have felt, and feel now, that unless this Congress gives to 
him the long end of the stick he will not be able to carry the 
load any further, and we will witness a further increase of 
tenancy-a further decay in our rural communities. I think 
that we should make a distinction between the small farmer, 
who is farming solely for a living, and the large farmer, who 
is farming for profit. I believe, if we do not recognize this 
distinction, that we are going to find the relief rolls increasing 
rather than decreasing. The record shows that 58.09 percent 
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of the farmers ~ow 6 bales of cotton or less. Much of that 
cotton is selling this year from $35 to $40 per bale. Iri other 
words, nearly 6 out of 10 cotton farmers will receive for their 
cotton this year an amount a little more than $200 for a 
whole year's work. How can that man pay his mortgage? 
How can he feed his family? How can he get for his family 
the bare necessities of life? 

The greatest objection that many people made against the 
old A. A. A. was the fact that in many cases a cotton farmer 
who had no other money crop was cut down to a few hundred 
pounds of cotton. I am afraid that the same thing is going 
to be done again. It matters not if you do hike the price of 
cotton to a reasonable sum unless you let an individual grow 
a reasonable amount. 

If cotton goes to 15 eents per pound how is it going to 
help the small farmer who is not permitted to produce but 
a few hundred pounds, and in most cases he has no oppor
tunity to go into anything else? I contend that every farmer 
should have the privilege of producing and selling a mini
mum number of bales of cotton sufficient to support his 
family. We are told that this is impossible. We are told 
that this would give us too much cotton. What this Con
gress is doing, or at least should do, is to try to fix the 
people so that they can make a living. If it takes so much 
cotton at a given price for a man to support his family, and 
if you deny that right to that man to produce and sell that 
necessary cotton, is not that tantamount to denying to that 
man the right to make a living? If nearly 6 farmers out 
of 10 produce 6 bales Qr less, if you deny those the right 
to make the 6 bales of cotton, are you not denying to 
6 families out of 10 the right . to live? We hear a great 
deal said now about giving the wage earner a living wage, 
and I am heartily in favor of giving him a living wage. 
I want to see all working people receive a just reward for 
their labors. This Nation has long guaranteed a profit to 
the railroads, to the telephone companies, to the telegraph 
companies, and all other public utilities. The manufacturer 
will not manufacture his product unless he can make a 
profit. The fanner alone it appears is unable to protect 
himself, and it appears that some legislation is necessary, 
and, of course, I will support farm legislation after we have 
done our best to work out the best bill possible. But I am 
making this plea to the Committee on Agriculture and I am 
pleading with this Congress not to deny to the small farmer 
a chance to live. 

We in the South have paid tribute to the industrial East 
for 100 years. Your industries have been surrounded with a 
protective tariff wall. We have bought farm machinery, the 
automobiles, and the thousands of other articles which you 
in the great industrial centers have sent to us. We had one 
crop and only one with which to buy those things. . Surely 
it is to the interest of the industrial section that the pur
chasing power of the great majority of the South not be 
destroyed. Undoubtedly it is not to the interest of this 
great Nation that at least 6 families out of 10 producing 
cotton be denied the right to produce at least enough cotton 
to provide for the necessities of life. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not arguing against a reasonable 
farm bill. We must have farm legislation. I am not argu
ing against reasonable control. Many people believe that 
some sort of control is absolutely necessary. As stated 
above, I shall support the best legislation that can be worked 
out under the circumstances. The South has remained tnie 
to the cause of democracy. My South, my people, my small 
farmers, are· looking to this Democratic Congress to bring 
them relief. I do not accept the philosophy of fatalism. I 
do not accept the preachment of those who proclaim that it 
cannot be done. I do not concede that a family depending 
upon cotton should be prohibited from raising sufficient cot
ton to live on. Plans have been worked out, and are being 
worked out, to protect and guarantee a living to every other 
class of citizen in our Nation. In the name of justice, in 
the name of at least 70 or 75 percent of the small southern 
cotton farmers. I beg this Congress to make it possible · for 
us to J.!ve. 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-· 
tleman from California [Mr. IZAcJ. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, this bill is not exactly what we 
in California would like to see written as permanent legisla
tion. However, if it is ·the best we can get, we will go down 
the line for it for one reason more than anything else. You 
recall for a long time we have been saying there are two 
objectives we have here in Congress; in fact, I was elected on 
that kind of a program. I want to tell you what these objec
tives are. 

The first objective is to do justice to the farmers of this 
country and try to give them, if not the cost of production, 
then a little profit somewhere along the line. I have in my 
hand that little book which states in so many words that 
this is what we are going to do. I do not know whether or 
not this bill will do it. I know that in the Imperial Valley 
of California, which I have the honor to represent, we are 
not going to get any benefit from this bill because we do not 
raise enough cotton or grain or tobacco. We raise a lot of 
other things which, I believe, should receive the considera
tion of Congress, but they are not included in this bill. 

The second objective is to do something for the laboring 
man. Why are we going to help the farmer and why are we 
going to help the workingnian? For the reason that we want 
to in-crease the purchasing power of the people of this coun
try. We want to place a greater share of purchasing power 
in the hands of the masses of our people. If you do not pass 
some decent kind of agricultural bill and some decent kind 
of labor bill, you and I are not keeping faith with the people 
of this country, whether we are Democrats or Republicans. 
Now, remember that. 

I will go down the line on this measure, as I say, if it is the 
best thing we can get, and I will go down the line on hours 
and wages, even if the bill that we have up here with a peti
tion is the best we can get. I believe we can improve this 
farm bill by certain amendments, and when the time comes 
I am going to support those amendments which I think will 
do the best good to the greatest number, and I ask the same 
consideration for my part of california that I am willing to 
give the rest of you for your part of the United States. Simi .. 
larly, with respect to the hour and wage bill, I hope you will 
have the same kind· of consideration for the workingmen as 
you have for the agriculturalists. [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KERRJ. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I shall not consume but a 
few minutes of the House's allotted time to discuss this im
portant legislation. I realize that there are members of the 
Agriculture Committee who have worked incessantly in the 
construction of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1937, and 
we must depend upon these Members to explain the bill to 
the House. I am very much interested in this measure for 
the reason that my congressional district is one of the great 
agricUltural districts of the Nation, and this legislation vi-
tally concerns its interest and welfare. · 

It appears to me to be utterly useless to consume time in 
anyone's endeavor to justify this legislation in the light of 
so recent history, and I shall not take the time to give a 
reason for the condition of the American farmer in 1933, 
every Member of this body experienced the shock of that 
crisis which shook the foundations of this Republic-we Will 
never forget it. 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 had for its pur
pose the establishment of a parity price for those commodi
ties specified in the act, the increase of the farmer's purchas
ing power and the return to him a fair price for his produce; 
this act, through the cooperation of the American farmer 
and the Department of Agriculture, was a success unparalleled 
in legislative history. By the curtailment of production and 
the removal of surpluses which bore down market prices, 
corn, which was selling on the market in April 1933 at 28 
cents a bushel 30 days before the passage of this act, rose 
in May 1937 to $1.21 a bushel; wheat prices . advanced 
from 45 cents a bushel in April 1933 to $1.27 a bushel 
in April 1937; beef cattle from 3 to 8 cents a pound; hogs 
from 3 .to. 12 cents a pound; . and lambs from 4 to 9 cents a. 
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pound; tobacco from 7 to 28 cents a pound; cott<;>n 
from 6 cents a pound in April 1933 to 14 cents a pound~ 
April 1937; and peanuts from 1 cent a pound . to 4 cents. 
And the prices of these commodities today with the excep
tion of cotton is about double what they were in April 1933, 
notwithstanding when the A. -A. A. of 1933 was annulled by 
the United States Supreme Court, the compulsory control 
feature became inoperative and the crop of 1937 has piled up 
surpluses in every one of the above commodities which have 
broken the markets and the farmers are again faced with 
bankruptcy. 

The Federal Government passed the Soil Conservation Act 
after the annulment of the A. A. A. of 1933, which conserva
tion act offered the American farmer benefit payments if he 
would curtail his production of those crops which he can so 
easily overproduce and plant a percentage of these crop
producing lands in soil conservation and improvement. 

This was a voluntary measure and, in my opinion, one of 
the most constructive pieces of legislation ever passed by 
Congress; but it did not accomplish what the compulsory 
A. A. A. of 1933 did; and those who most appreciated its 
merit did not expect it to prevent the overproduction of our 
basic farm commodities. And this Congress is now faced 
with the necessity of reenacting a law which will, through 
the cooperation of the American farmer and the Federal 
Government, enable the farmer to keep his production of 
basic farm commodities within the demand of the industries 
and consumers using the same and thus ~ssure the farmer 
a fair profit and_ a purchasing power which will bring about 
stable economic conditions in the business life of the Nation. 
- The measure under consideration, the A. A. A. of 1937; 
has been drawn in the light of past experience, it has hurdled 
some of the obstacles which the Supreme Court found fault 
with, and I share the opinion of many lawyers that should 
this act ever go to the Supreme Court it will be sustained 
within the reason and legal principles which the Court held 
to be the law when it sustained the several social-security 
cases. 

The proposed act is fair in its conception and in its admin
istration, it prevents the American farmer from bankrupting 
himself; contemplate, if you please, how foolish it is for the 
cotton farmer to produce 18,000,000 bales of cotton when 
12,000,000 bales will bring him $300,000,000 more than a 
18,000,000-bale crop, and how unwise it is for the corn 
farmer to produce a surplus com crop of a billion bushels, 
which he did in 1937, and get $100,000,000 less in cash than 
he did for his crop of 1936. And I venture the prophecy 
that unless the production of flue-cured· tobacco is controlled 
in 1939 these farmers will be producing a billion pounds of 
tobacco, and it will bring not one-half as much as an 800,-
000,000-pound crop would bring. 

I shall only refer to two objections which the opponents 
of this measure make to this legislation. First, they insist 
that by the curtailment of our cotton crop we will lose our 
foreign export trade in this commodity. Well, as far as I 
am concerned-and I think this reflects the feeling of most 
of the others who are interested in the welfare of these 
growers--! do not propose to.let that farmer bankrupt him-. 
self and thus destroy the morale of the backbone of this 
Nation by growing cheap cotton for foreign manufacturers if 
I can help 'it. And I want to say right here that it is not 
true that the American cotton grower has lost the world's 
trade by reason-of the curtailment of his production. It is 
true that India, Egypt, Brazil, Russia, Peru, Mexico, Sudan; 
China, and other countries can grow cotton; and the farmers 
in those countries are being scientifically taught how to fer
tilize and irrigate their lands, how to select seed and do other 
things which will promote the growth and culture of this 
crop, just as our farmers have been taught for 20 years, and 
most of these countries protect these farmers from the im
portation of this commodity, just as we do in the United 
States. We might just as well recognize right now that we 
will never again have a world monopoly in the production of 
cotton. 

The other objection, made by many in utmost sincerity, is 
that in the construction of this kind of legislation the inter-

est of the little grower is not vouchsafed; that his allot
ments ·are too small for him to make a decent living for his 
family; this has been a most perplexing matter, and I am 
satisfied that more thought has been given to this problem 
than any other feature of the bill. Insofar as the cotton 
grower is concerned a percentage of the farmer's cultivated 
land will be allotted to him and he will be allowed to grow 
all the cotton he can on this allotted area, and sell all he 
grows; besides this, there will be a withdrawal of 2'h percent 
of the total allotment which may be used to correct manifest 
injustices done the small and new grower. In respect to the 
tobacco grower the quota allotment of flue-cured grower 
will not be curtailed unless he grows more than 3,200 pounds, 
and the quota allotment of a burley grower will not be cur
tailed unless he grows more than 2,400 pounds; besides this, 
there is a withdrawal from the total quota allotment of 5 
percent which will be distributed to new growers in any area 
and to small growers where a manifest injustice is done, the 
local committee having a large discretion in the determina
tion of allotments to those who have proper soil and every 
equipment necessary in the culture and growth of the several 
types of tobacco. It will evidently take some years to work 
out a smooth working plan and allotment which will be just 
and satisfactory. Had the Court not annulled the original 
act, I am satisfied that by riow the Agriculture Department 
and the Congress would have ironed out every injustice in 
this legislation, and the cooperative enforcement of this legis
lation would be as near perfection as human endeavor could 
accomplish. We are doing an extraordinary thing, one never 
dreamed of a few years ago; we are plowing new ground; 
we must be patient; we have always needed patience to ac
complish the great things man has done. I shall suppert 
this bill, hoping that it will accomplish what it is intended to 
do. [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. McFARLANE] such time as he may desire to 
use. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with a 
good deal of interest to the debate throughout this session on 
agricultural legislation; in fact, ever since this administration 
came into power we have been making an honest effort to 
constructively help agriculture and give the farmer a living 
price for his products. Let us review the Democratic plat
forms of 1932 and 1936 and see what our promises to the 
farmers have been: 

We favor the restoration of agriculture, the Nation's basic indus
try; better financing of farm mortgages through recognized farm 
bank agencies at low rates of interest on an amortization plan. 
giving preference to credits for the redemption of farms and homes 
sold under foreclosure. 

Extension and development of farm cooperative movement and 
effective control of crop surpluses so that our farmers may have the 
full ben:efit of the domestic market. 

The enactment of every constitutional measure that will aid the 
farmers to receive for their basic farm commodities prices in excess 
of cost. 

In keeping with our 1932 platform in 1933, we enacted the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, which, while not perfect, did 
more for agriculture and our farmers generally than any 
single piece of agricultural legislation the Congress has 
enacted. Let us look at the record and compare agricultural 
prices in 1932 with 1936: . 

Average price 
received by farmers 

1932 1936 

__ ___:..;__:..,...:..• ...;;._ - -------=-------- ------
Wheat--~- __ -~--·---___________ .: ______________________ ~ bushel __ 
Oats ________ .: _____ ---- _______ ._. _____ --- _________ -.--- __ _ do----
Barley------------ ________________ ----------------- _____ do ___ _ 
Cotton ___ ___________ ---- ______ • __________________ ---.-pound __ 

Chjckens ___ --------------·----------------------------·do __ --
Butter __________________ -------------.---_------------- -do----

~=~i~~~~-=-=-=~=~~~~~~~~~~::::::~::::::::~~:~~~~~~~i~~== 
Veal calves __ ----------------------------------------- __ do ___ _ 
Lambs--------------------------------------------------do ___ _ 
Milk.. _________________ -------------------------- ___ • ____ do ___ _ 

$0.33 
.14 
.19 
.623 
.9 
.19 
.102 

3.40 
3.30 
3. 90 
3. 30 
1.29 

$0.997 
.442 
.800 
.123 
.126 
. 312 
. 305 

9.09 
6.17 
7.83 
7.26 
2.10 
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'!'HE SUPREME COURT NULLIFIED A. A. A. 

But the Supreme Court in January 1936 declared the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act unconstitutional and in sub
stance held in this decision that agriculture was a matter 
that must be regulated by the different States. To replace 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act the Congress did the next 
best thing it could and enacted what is known as the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, and through it, 
by providing a. voluntary crop reduction and control program, 
we tried to bridge the gap left open by the Supreme Court's 
decision in the A. A. A. case. 

VOLUNTABY PROGRAM DID NOT WOilK 

This plan worked satisfactorily due to the drought we had 
in our country last year, which kept our farmers from pro
ducing agricultural surpluses; however, this year, with good 
crop conditions under the voluntary program and due to the 
failure of the large tractor farmers to cooperate, a large 
surplus was produced, which under existing conditions at 
home and abroad, we were unable to cope with and the 
gains we had made were largely destroyed. 

PRESIDENT INSISTS ON NEW FARM LEGISLATION 

The President, realizing the inadequacy of our farm legis
lation at the beginning of the last session, in January 1937, 
called into conference at the White House the leaders of our 
party in both Houses as well as the heads of our agricul
tural committees and stressed the importance of immediate 
action in enacting farm legislation in keeping with our 1936 
platform pledges to the people, which are as follows: 

AGRICULTURE 

We have taken the farmers off the road to ruin. 
We have kept our pledge to agriculture to use all available 

means to raise farm income toward its pre-war purchasing power. 
The farmer is no longer suffering from 15-eent com, 3-cent bogs, 
2%-cent beef at the farm, 5-cent wool, 30-cent wheat, 5-cent cot
ton, and 3-cent sugar. 

By Federal legislation we have reduced the farmers' indebtedness 
and doubled his net income. In cooperation with the States and 
through the farmers' own committees, we are restoring the fertility 
of his land and checking the erosion of his soil. We are bringing 
electricity and good roads to his home. 

We will continue to improve the soil-conservation and domestic
allotment program with payments to farmers. 

We will continue a fair-minded administration of agricultural 
laws, quick to recognize and meet new problems and conditions. 
We recognize the gravity of the evils of farm tenancy, and we 
pledge the full cooperation of the Government in the refinancing 
of farm indebtedness at the lowest possible rates of interest and 
over a long term of years. 

we favor the production of all the market will absorb, both at 
home and abroad, plus a rese-rve supply su1Hc1ent to insure fair 
prices to consumers; we favor Judicious commodity loans on sea
sonal surpluses; and we favor assistance within Federal authority 
to enable farmers to adjust and balance production with demand, 
at a fair profit to the farmers. 

We favor encouragement of sound, practical farm cooperatives. 
By the purchase and retirement of 10,000,000 acres of submargi

nal land, and assistance to those attempting to eke out an exist
ence upon it, we have made a good beginning toward proper land 
use and rural rehabilitation. 

The farmer bas been returned to the road to freedom and pros
perity. We w1ll keep him on that road. 

No agreement could be reached on the kind and character 
of farm legislation to be offered, and after considerable delay 
the di:fferent farm organization leaders as well as the con
gressional and agricultural leaders of the House and Senate 
were again called back into session but were unable to defi
nitely agree upon any particular agricultural program. 

SIT-DOWN STRIKES 

Time rocked along, and little or nothing was accomplished 
with farm legislation to replace the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act. In the meantime we were in the throes of a seige of 
sit-down strikes. Big business, through its different subter
ranean channels and organizations, such as the United 
States Chamber of Commerce, National Manufacturers As
sociation, Liberty League, Constitutional League, and so 
forth, had succeeded pretty well in organizing their forces 
to uphold the different decisions of their Supreme Court, 
which through their decisions had nullified legislation for 
the farmers, laborers, the power program, and the masses 
of the people generally, and they were fighting viciously to 
block the remainder of this administration's legislative pro-

gram and to hold the ground they had gained in nullifying 
the provisions of many of the important acts of this ad
ministration. The farmers and the laborers fought back as 
best they could, but their leaders were hopelessly divided. 
The C. I. 0. and A. F. of L. were bitterly opposing each 
other in a bitter labor war, and the different farm organi
zations, as usual, were unable to definitely agree on any 
farm program. Under these circumstances the money powers 
were able to practically block the administration's program 
for the farmers and laborers and to force cheaper utility 
rates during the last session of Congress. 

As Jay Franklin, in his We the People column, amply 
states the sit-down situation thus: 

~tarting with the President's judiciary reform bill, which was 
fillbustered for .mont~ in the Senate committee, the sit-down 
SJ?read to all soclallegiSlatio~. to all campaign pledges, as the farm 
bill, the wage and hour bill, and the reorganization bill were 
tied up in congressional committees. ' 

It was strange to bear the same organizations and individuals 
who had raved against John L. Lewis and the c. I. o .. cheer Con~ 
gress for its. courage and independence when Congress was 
cravenly refusm~ to take. anY_ sort of position on any of the major 
subjects for natiOnal legislation. There might have been courage 
i~ openly defeating the administration program; there could be 
little in a sullen refusal to go on record one way or another. 

While we find labor has been forced to abandon its sit
down-strike tecpnique, we have found, since our return to 
this special session of Congress, that the capitalist crowd is 
really increasing their sit-down-strike cam~ign, even to the 
extent of shutting down their plants and failing and refusing 
to operate, in spite of the large profi~ they have made during 
recen~ months because of large-scale production at low over
head machine cost methods. 

Jay Franklin, in his daily column, describes the capitalist 
sit-down strike as follows: 

As Congress adjourned, after not doing its bit the third and 
greatest of the sit-down strikes began-the strike of the capitalists. 
Prices were raised above 1929 levels throughout 40 percent of the 
economy. Industrial profits were about 20 percent higher than In 
the banner year of 1936 and were above 1929 levels, despite the 
existence of 10,000,000 unemployed workers. The 15 or 20 men who 
control the policies of big business, who control the untaxed depre
ciation reserves, and who have privileged access to credit decided to 
shut do~, despite the accumulated deficiency of nearly $10,000,-
000,000 m necessary replacement and construction. 

Unless these economic potentates could be relieved of certain 
taxes on corporate money which did not belong to them or which 
represe?ted unproductive speculation, they would not play ball. 
They s1mply reduced production, discharged workers, closed plants, 
yelled for a balanced Budget and no Government "interference" 
with business. • • • 

The facts are clear: The banks are calling loans and withhold
ing credit; prod.ucti<;m and employment are being sacrified to price 
control, the econonnc needs of the country are being subordinated 
to an industrial system which does not choose to run at more than 
40-percent capacity, industrial profits for 1937 are very high and 
there is a great drive to beat down the taxes on profits individual 
and national purchasing power is sharply declining. 'A handful 
of men have exercised the powers of a sovereign over our economio 
life. · 

BIG BUSINESS CRACKS ITS WHIP 

Bearing in mind these conditions, we are better able to 
understand how difficult it is to enact worth-while legislation 
for the farmer, the laborer, the small merchant, or anyone 
else. After big business had apparently taken over the reins 
and control of the last session of Congress it is apparent 
from their lobbying activities through the press, radio, and 
otherwise that they will continue their vicious sit-down pro
gram during this session of Congress. It is apparent to all 
that they expect to block, if they can, the whole administra
tion's program we have been called into special session to 
enact into law, which includes: 

First. Farm. 
Second. Wages and hours. 
Third. Departmental reorganization. 
Fourth. Regional power planning. 

THE AGREED PROGRAM 

When wheat and cotton prices began to rapidly decline last 
August because of large crop surpluses the House and Sen
ate Agricultural Committees quickly agreed that something 
must be done, and the Senate Joint Resolution 207 was 
quickly passed, expressing the views of the Congress as to 

• 
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the program for the relief and benefit of agriculture. The 
resolution provides: 

Whereas the whole Nation suffers when agriculture Is depressed; 
and 

Whereas the Nation has felt and stm feels the unfavorable eco
nomic consequences of two different kinds of misfortune in agri
culture; and 

Whereas the first of these misfortunes was the ruinous decline 
1n farm prices from 1929 to 1932; and 

Whereas the second kind of misfortune was the drought of 1934 
followed by the drought of 1936; and 

Whereas a permanent farm program should (a) provide not 
only for soil conservation but also for developing and improving 
the crop-adjustment methods of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
(b) protect agriculture and consumers against the consequences 
of drought, and (c) safeguard farmers and the business of the 
Nation against the consequences of farm-price decline; and 

Whereas it is the sense of Congress that the permanent farm 
legislation should be based upon the following fundamental 
principles: 

( 1) That farmers are entitled to their fair share of the national 
income; 

(2) That consumers should be afforded protection against the 
consequences of drought, floods, and pestilence, causing abnor
mally high prices by storage of reserve supplies of big crop years 
for use in time of crop failure; 

(3) That if consumers are given the protection of such an ever
normal-granary plan, farmers should be safeguarded against undue 
price declines by a system of loans supplementing their national 
soil-conservation program; . 

(4) That control of agricultural surpluses above the ever
normal-granary supply is necessary to safeguard the Nation's in
vestment in loans and to protect farmers against a price collapse 
due to bumper yields resulting in production beyond all domestic 
and foreign need; 

(5) That the present Soil Conservation Act should be continued, 
its operations simplified, and provision made for reduce~ pay
ments to large operators on a graduated scale to promote the 
interest of individual farming; 

(6) That, linked with control of agricultural surpluses, there 
should be research into new uses for agricultural commodities 
and the products -thereof -and search for new uses, new outlets, 
and new markets at home and abroad; and 

(7) That provision should be made for applications to the In
terstate Commerce Commission for correction of discriminations 
now existing against agricultural products in the freight-rate 
schedules: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, etc., That abundant production of farm products 
should be a blessing and not a curse; that therefore legislation 
carrying out the foregoing principles will be first to engage the 
attention of the Congress upon its reconvening, and that it is 
the sense of the Congress that a permanent farm program based 
upon these principles should be enacted as soon as possible after 
Congress reconvenes. 

REASONS FOR SPECIAL SESSION 

The President, realizing the emergency confronting the 
Nation because of the failure of the Congress to enact legis
lation to protect the great masses of our farmers and wage 
earners of the Nation, on October 12 called us back into this 
special session for the following reasons: 

The people of the United States were checked in their efforts to 
prevent future piling up of huge agricultural surpluses and the 
tumbling prices which inevitably follow them. They were checked 
in their e1forts to secure reasonable minirilum wages and maximum 
hours and the end of child labor. And because they were checked, 
many groups in many parts of the country still have less purchas
ing power and a lower standard of living than the Nation as a 
whole can permanently allow. 

Americans realize these facts. That is why they ask government 
not to stop governing, simply because prosperity has come back a 
long way. They do not look on government as an interloper in 
their affairs. On the contrary, they regard it as the most e1Iectiva 
form of organized self-help. . 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE 

The President on November 15, in his message to Congress 
regarding agriculture, said: 

Intention to pass a new and permanent national farm act was 
declared by the Congress in joint resolution last summer. Great 
as the need was then, that need is still greater today. Some crops 
will begin to be planted within 3 months. 

In recent weeks farmers have once more been facing acute 
surpluses and falling prices. Cotton farmers are harvesting the 
largest cotton crop in all our history-5,000,000 bales more than 
the markets of this country and of the world have been accus
tomed to take. Corn farmers and- potato farmers are harvesting 
crops that threaten to crush them for producing this plenty. 
And the producers of other crops are wondering how soon they, 
too, will be the victims of surplus uncontrolled. 

We must continue in our efforts toward abundance without 
waste. We need legislation which will not only prevent new farm 
surpluses from causing new collapse in farm prices, but which will 
also sa!egua.rd farmers and consumers against the hazards ot crop 

failure. We need an "all weather" farm plan; a plan that uses the 
reasonable surpluses of a year of good weather to carry over food 
supplies to make up for the shortages of a year of bad weather. 

Out of the experience of the last 5 years we have learned that 
with the aid of the Government, farmers can successfully guard 
themselves against economic disaster. 

In formulating a farm program there are certain things we must 
keep in mind. 

We must keep in mind the fertility of our soil. We have begun 
to assist farmers to stop the waste of soil and save the good Eoil 
that remains. Any sound, long-time program must have soil 
conservation as a principal goal. 

We must keep in mind the economic welfare of farm families. As 
a long-time national policy, farmers must have a fair share in t he 
national income to supply farmers' buying to keep city factories 
running. 

We must keep In mind the consumers of the Nation. The blight
ing droughts of 1934 and 1936 which spelled disaster for so many 
farmers in those years ·were brought forcibly home to our large 
cities in the high prices of many foodstuffs this. year. Consumers 
should have the same protection against the underproduction of 
years of scarcity as the farmers should have against the overpro
duction of years of glut. · 

We must keep in· mind the American democratic way. Farm 
programs cannot long succeed unless they have the active support 
of the farmers who take part in them. Our program should con-· 
tinue to be one planned and administered. so far as possible, by 
the farmers themselves. Here again, majority rule seems justified. 
If and when huge surpluses in any cne crop threaten to engulf all 
the producers of that crop our laws should provide ways by which 
a small minority may be kept from destroying the proceeds o! the 
toil of the great majority. 

We must keep in mind the United States Treasury. I have already 
expressed my view that if the new Farm Act provides for expendi
ture of funds beyond those planned in the regular Budget, add!· 
tional means should be provided to yield the additional revenue. 
May I reiterate that with all the emphasis I can give? 

We must keep in mind the Constitution of the United States. 
Although vital portions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act were 
set aside nearly 2 years ago by the Supreme Court, acts of Con
gress to improve labor relations and assure workers security have 
since then been upheld. In these later decisions the powers of the 
Federal Government to regulate commerce between the States and 
to tax and to spend for the general welfare have been clearly _ 
recognized. 

I believe that the courts themselves are coming to have increas
ing regard for the true nature of the Constitution as a broad 
charter of democratic government which can function under the 
conditions of today. I believe that the Congress can constitu· 
tionally write an adequate farm act that will be well within ths 
broad meaning and purpose of the Constitution. I hope and 
believe that the Supreme Court will not again deny to farmers 
the protection which it now accords to others. 

This brings us now to the consideration of the bill before 
us. I believe we can all agree that such a bill as will meet 
the above requirement set forth by the President would be 
satisfactory to each one. The question is, Does thi.s bill do 
that? 

I have carefully studied this measure and will brie:fly set 
forth my reaction. The Senate bill is quite different from 
the House bill. Omitting the tobacco and rice provisions, 
its policy is declared to regulate interstate and foreign com
merce in cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, and rice (1) to main .. 
tain both parity of prices paid to farmers and parity of in~ 
come for farmers marketing these commodities, and (2) to 
provide an ever-normal granary for each of these commodi
ties, with preservation of soil resources and soil fertility. 

PARITY 

Parity in prices for the commodities except tobacco is a. 
price with the same relation to prices for things farmers buy 
as prevailed from August 1909 to July 1914, and in the case 
of tobacco for the period from August 1919 to July 1929, with 
allowances for differences in interest and taxes. Parity in 
income is the same relation of farmers' net incomes to in
comes of other individuals as prevailed from August 1909 to 
July 1914. 

ADJUSTMENT CONTRACTS 

Adjustment contracts for wheat and corn are to be offered 
before June 1, 1938, by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
farmers for grain to be harvested in 1938, with new con
tracts for periods thereafter not exceeding 2 years each. 
There is to be one contract for each farm, applying to both 
grains. These contracts are to be effective only if the Sec
retary finds at least 51 percent of the farmers sign. Soil-con
servation payments may be made only to farmers entering 
into adjustment contracts, and in lieu of such payments as 
to wheat and corn produced for market parity payments 



1937 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 685 
are to be made according to a table contained in the bill 
based upon the relation of the total supply to the normal 
supply as proclaimed by the Secretary, as well as parity in 
price and income, the payments decreasing as the supp]y 
rises. Total supply is production plus carry-over. Normal 
supply is a 10-year average domestic consumption and ex
port, adjusted for trends, with the following additions for 
normal carry-overs: 10 percent for wheat, nothing for 
corn, 35 percent for cotton, as a normal carry-over and an 
ever-normal reserve, 10 percent for rice, 175 percent of 
normal domestic consumption, and 65 percent of exports for 
tobacco. . 

For wheat and com a farmer's payments are to be on the 
aggregate normal yield of his soil-depleting base acreage 
planted to the grain <a farmer's base acreage being his 

· allotment from a national soil-depleting base acreage of 
67,400,000 in the case of wheat--area harvested this year 
being 68,200,000 acres-and 102,500,000 in the case of com
area harvested this year being 96,100,000 acres). 

In the case of cotton, payments are to be upon the quan
tity produced under the marketing quota for cotton. But if 
the difference between the current average farm price and 
the maximum income rate is less than the parity rate fur
nished by the latter, the former is to be used. For the mar
keting year ending in 1938, however, payments for cotton. 
wheat, and com are to be at rates already announced under 
the 1938 conservation program. 

Adjustment contracts would require producers of wheat 
or corn for market to store under seal up to 20 percent of 
normal yield from their base acreage if the Secretary finds 
that such storage is necessary to carry out the policy of 
the bill. Farmers with contracts. could obtain from a SUr
plus Reserve Loan Corporation on such stocks loans from 
85 percent to 52 percent of the parity price, the percentage 
decreasing as total supply goes over normal. (This corpo
ration, which would have a capital of $100,000,000 and could 
sell to the public up to $500,000,000 in its 2-year, tax-free 
obligations, . is authorized to "make loans available to all 
other agricultural commodities" than those expressly men
tioned in the bill) If a marketing quota has been imposed, 
farmers without contracts, and termed "noncooperators," 
would be eligible for loans for 70 percent of the amounts 
for which cooperators are eligible. 

The ever-normal granary for wheat and com is defined 
to be such supply in addition to normal supply, but not 
more than 10 percent of it, as will maintain a surplus re
serve adequate enough to meet consumption and exports in 
years of drought, flood, or other adverse conditions. 

:MA.RXETING QUOTAS FOR COTI'ON 

Marketing quotas for cotton are to be used each year for 
cotton, unless more than one-third of the farmers voting in 
a referendum oppose. The national quota may not be less 
than 70 percent of the average production for the 10 years 
ending with 1932. The national quota is to be probable do
mestic consumption and exports with 35 percent of a normal 
production for carry-over. Allotment of the portion of a 
county is to be 5 acres for each farm for each family en
gaged thereon, with at least 95 percent of a county's por
tion remaining going in proportion of land tilled on a farm 
3 preceding years to tilled lands in the county, and the rest 
to be apportioned according to good soil management, and 
so forth, including consideration of other sources of cash 
income than cotton. If the quantity actually produced on 
the fixed acres exceeds the quantity in the national mar
keting quota, it may nevertheless be marketed. Three per
cent of the national quota may be allocated to farms pro
ducing cotton for the first time. 

All provisions as to cotton are limited to cotton with 
staple less than 1% inches long. 

Loans on cotton now outstanding from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation would be extended for 1 year, to July 31, 
1939, and that Corporation directed to waive its rights to 
reimbursements from warehousemen accruing because of 
improper grading. 

All cotton of the 1937 crop warehoused and held as se
curity for a Government loan may at the request of any 

borrower be recla&Ufted. restapled, and reweighed by a li
censed cla.sser. without expense to the borrower. 

For price-adjustment payments to cotton producers with 
respect to the 1937 crop, $65,000,000 would be made avail
able from the 30 percent of customs receipts appropriated 
in 1935 to be used to encourage exports, encourage consump
tion. and finance adjustments in production. <Total cus
toms receipts in the current fiscal year are estimated at 
$493,000,000.) 

Cotton pool participation trust certificates would be pur
chased by the manager of the pool from lawful holders on 
February 1, 1937, at the rate of $1 a bale, with funds made 
available by the Secretary from an appropriation of $1,-
800,000. 

MARKETING QUOTAS FOR WHEAT OR CORN 

Marketing quotas for wheat or corn are to be a subject of 
hearings, if the Secretary has reason to believe the total 
supply will exceed the normal supply by 10 percent; if as a 
result of hearings he finds there will be such excess, he is 
to proclaim a national marketing quota, unless he has rea
son to believe that during the first 3 months of the market
ing year the current farm price will exceed parity price. 
The marketing quota is to be proclaimed both in terms of 
quantity and in terms of percentage of soil-depleting base 
acreage of each farm. 

As the next step, there is to be a referendum, and if more 
than one-third of the farmers voting are in opposition, the 
marketing quota is not to go into effect. Surplus reserve 
loans will not then be available. 

Com or wheat fed in any form to poultry or livestock 
which, or the products of which, are marketed, will by defi
nition in the bill be marketed. 

Tilled land, wherever used, means acreage devoted to soil
depleting row crops and all other soil-depleting feed crops 
the previous year. 

Any type, grade, or market classification of cotton, wheat, 
-com, tobacco, or rice may be dealt with under the bill as a 
separate major agricultural commodity, after the Secretary 
has held public hearings. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Appropriations are authorized in such sums as are nec
essary, and for parity payments for cotton, wheat, and com 
in any year beginning after June 30, 1938, there are made 
available for parity payments on cotton. wheat, and com, 
55 percent of the sums appropriated under the Soil Conser
vation Act and the Domestic Allotment Act. 

PAYMENTS MADE 

Payments made by the Secretary of Agriculture would be 
final and conclusive upon all officers of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

GENERAL CONDITION ON J'ARMERS 

No payments under the bill, the Soil Conservation Act, 
or the Domestic Allotment Act may be made to any farmer 
with respect to cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, or rice unless
if his cropland permits and it is otherwise possible-in ac
cordance with regulations of the Secretary there is grown 
an acreage of food and feed crops sufficient to meet home 
consumption requirements. 

RECORDS 

Farmers as well as. persons dealing with farmers with re
spect to the commodities covered by the bill would have to 
keep such records, and render such reports, as the Secretary 
might require. 

The House bill continues the Soil Conservation Act for 
the purpose of preserving farm and ranch land resources, 
and to accomplish this purpose by encouraging soil-building 
crops and practices and regulating interstate and foreign 
commerce in soU-depleting crops, through assisting farmers 
by securing so far as practicable parity in prices and parity 
in income (as these terms are used in the Senate bill, 
above), and by aiding them in marketing. 

THE SOIL CONSERVATION AND DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT ACT 

The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act would 
be amended and authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to 
''make payments or grants of other aid to agriculture pro
ducers" in amounts he considers reasonable and measured 
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by. use of land for soil conservation and the equitable share 
in the national production of any commodity required for 
domestic consumption or export. In arid States, water con
servation and beneficial use of water are to be included. 

ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 

Acreage allotments-national, State, and county-in the 
case of cotton, field com, wheat, tobacco, and rice are to be 
determined annually on the basis of production during 5 years 
as to cotton and rice and 10 years as to wheat, field corn, and 

· tobacco, with adjustments for weather conditions and trends 
in acreage. 

County allotmentS in the case of wheat to the extent of 
97 percent are to be apportioned to farms to give each the 
same percentage of its average tilled acres over 5 years; if 
a farm has planted the commodity during only some of the 
5 years, its allotment would be reduced proportionately; 3 
percent would go to farms which had not planted during any 
of the 5 years, on basis of land, labor, equipment, crop rota
tion, and the soil and other facilities affecting production. 
Consideration is to be given to production of other soil-deplet
ing commodities. 

For cotton, 95 percent of a State allotment is to be divided 
among counties, and apportioned to farms that have produced 
for 5 years to give each a prescribed percentage of its average 
5-year acreage, with provisions as above for farms producing 
only during some of the 5 years. To farmers not producing in 
5 years, 2% percent of the State allotment would be appor
tioned. The other 2% percent would go to owners, cash ten
ants, and fixed or standing rent tenants operating farms that 
have received allotments of 15 acres or less. 

For corn, county allotments are to be apportioned to farms 
on basis of tillable acreage type of soil, crop rotation, and 
production facilities. 

If less than 80 percent of an allotment of a farm is planted 
for any reason other than flood or drought, the acreage allot
ment will be 25 percent in excess of the planted acreage. 

All payments and grants are conditioned upon recipients 
having followed farming practices prescribed by the Secre
tary. Any payment is to be reduced by 25 percent of the 
amount by which it exceeds $1,000, but before application of 
this reduction there are to be deducted amounts representing 
a tenant's share and amounts representing a landowner's 
share when a local committee has found the division with 
tenant or sharecropper is in accordance with fair standards 

, prevailing locally. 
Loans would be made by the Commodity Credit Corpora

tion, upon recommendation of the Secretary with approval 
of the President. They could be on any agricultural products, 
including dairy products. On field com produced on farms 
anywhere keeping within their acreage allotment, the loans 
would be not less than 55 percent or more than 75 percent 
of parity price; if marketing quotas are in effect, loans would 
be 70 percent of these amounts for farms in the commercial 
corn-producing areas. 

Consumer safeguards appear as a prohibition against 
use of powers conferred by the bill to discourage produc
tion of supplies of food and fibers sufficient to maintain 
normal domestic consumption as indicated by consumption 
in 1920-29, with allowance for increased population, quan
tities of available substitutes, and so forth. 

Marketing quotas-field com: As a basis for Federal ac
tion there is a long legislative finding respecting the effect of 
com production in the commercial corn-producing area 
upon interstate movement of range cattle and fat cattle, and 
upon prices paid by consumers of livestock products. 

Commercial com-producing area includes every county in 
which the average production of field com during the 10 pre
ceding years, with adjustments for abnormal weather, was 
400 bushels or more per farm and 4 bushels or more per acre 
of farm land. 

Whenever the Secretary finds from statistics, including the 
August production estimates of the Division of Crop and 
Livestock Estimates, that the total supply of field com as of 
October 1 will exceed the normal supply by more than 15 
percent, marketing quotas are to be in effect for com grown 
in the calendar year. The Secretary is then to determine the 

acreage in the commercial area that would produce the nor
mal supply-a normal year's consumption and exports plus 
7 percent for carry-over. He is to announce the percentage 
of this acreage to acreage allotment for the year-to be 
announced by February 1 each year and to be the acreage 
in the commercial area, which on the basis of the average 
10-year yield will make available, together with the field 
com from other areas, an amount equal to the reserve sup
ply level-that is, a normal year's consumption and exports 
plus 15 percent as a reserve to meet needs on account of 
drought, floods, and other adverse conditions; acreage allot
ments are to be apportioned to farms in the commercial area 
in the manner used by the Senate bill as to corn for . all 
farms. This percentage is to be the marketing percentage. 
This percentage is to be applied to each farm in the commer
cial area to determine its surplus acres. Before September 
10 the Secretary is to conduct a referendum among affected 

- farmers, and if one-third of those voting are in opposition, 
the marketing quotas are not to go into effect. 

If the quotas become effective, the marketing quota of a 
farm is to be its actual production less its storage amount
but no quota is to apply to a farm with normal production on 
acreage planted of less than 400 bushels, or if the storage 
amount would be less than 100 bushels, or if the acreage 
planted does not exceed the marketing percentage. In case 
corn is used for silage, adjustments are provided. A farmer 
will be presumed to have complied with his quota so long as 
there is stored on his farm under seal his storage amount. 
Otherwise, he will be assumed to have marketed an excess, 
for which his penalty is 15 cents a bushel. 

There are stated conditions upon the happening of which 
storage would be released on all farms in a county, or on a 
particular farm. 

Com fed to livestock or poultry, if the livestock or poultry 
· or any of their products is sold, is marketed. 

Marketing quotas-wheat: After hearing, the Secretary 
may apply the provisions to a region or to a type of wheat 
separately. A national acreage allotment is to be announced 
before July 15 each year by the Secretary as sufficient to 
provide, with the carry-over, the reserve supply level-that 
is, a normal year's consumption and exports plus 32 percent. 
This is to be apportioned much as in the Senate bill, above. 

If it appears that in the next marketing year, total supply 
will by more than 25 percent exceed normal supply-normal 
consumption and exports plus 20 percent for carry-over
the Secretary not later than May 15 is to announce the fact, 
and June 1 and until June 30 or the next year a national 
marketing quota is to be in effect, the quota to be announced 
at the same time in terms of quantity and also in terms of the 
percentage of the national acreage allotment sufficient, on 
the basis of average national yield, to produce the quota
the quota to be the reserve-supply level less the carry-over 
from the preceding year and less the estimate of wheat to 
be used on farms for seed or livestock feed. 

The marketing quota for a farm would be found by ap
plying this percentage to its acreage allotment. There would 
be no quota for a farm on which normal production on acre
age planted is less than 200 bushels. Any farm market
ing quota in excess of the farm's supply of wheat in the year 
may be allocated to other farms which have kept within 
their acreage allotment. 

Before quotas become effective there would be a referen
dum of all farmers subject to quotas, with the usual provi
sion that if more than one-third of the votes are in opposi
tion, the quotas will not be effective. Quotas will also become 
ineffective if, upon publication of July or August production 
estimates by the Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates, 
it appears the supply will be less than normal supply plus 
25 ·percent. A penalty of 15 cents a bushel of the excess is 
provided for any farmer marketing in excess of his quota. 

Marketing quotas--cotton: Both House and Senate bills 
have legislative findings, but in different language. The 
House bill places carry-over at 40 percent instead of 35 per
cent. The House bill provides for a national acreage allot
ment each year-not to be less tha~ 60 percent of average 
acreage in the 10 years ended with 1932-estimated to yield 
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a normal supply, which is normal consumption and e.xports 
plus 40 percent. This would be allotted to States, counties, 
and farms; each farm in a county would have as its allotment 
a prescri-bed percentage, uniform for all farms in the coun
try, of its average of tilled acres over a 5-year period. Two 
and a half percent of a State's allotment would go to farms 
which have not in the 5 years grown cotton, and 2~ percent 
to owners, cash tenants, and fixed or standing rent tenants 
operating farms which have received allotments of not more 
than 15 acres. 

If, not later than November 15, the Secretary finds that 
in the current year beginning on August 1 total supply will 
exceed normal supply by more than 15 percent, marketing 
quotas are to be effective for the next marketing year, if a 
referendum does not result in more than one-third votes in 
the negative. If prior to July 1 of the next year he may, 
after hearings, find that the marketing quotas to go into 
effect on August 1 will prevent a normal supply being avail
able, he may then increase or terminate the quotas. The 
farm marketing quota for any farm is the actual or the nor
mal production, whichever is greater, on its acreage allot
ment. A farm may always market the cotton produced on 
its acreage allotment. 

The penalty to be paid by a farmer for excess marketing 
would be 2 cents a pound. As to the 1937 cotton crop, under 
the terms of the Third Deficiency Appropriation Act, a 
producer would be deemed to have complied with the 1938 
agricultural adjustment program if he does not exceed the 
acreage allotment for 1938 under the Soil Conservation Act, 
as amended by this bill. 

Freight rates: The Secretary would be required to make 
complaint to the Interstate Commerce Commission respect
ing any rates, and so forth, relating to transportation of any 
farm products. Before hearing any complaint involving farm 
products the Commission would be reqUired to notify the 
Secretary and afford him opportunity to be heard. 

New uses and markets: There would be made available 
to the Secretary to use for laboratories and other research 
facilities for development of new uses and markets for farm 
commodities and their products the sum of $10,000,000 a 
year. There could be cooperation with any State or Territory 
that provided at least $250,000 for facilities. 

Exports: The part of customs receipts made available in 
1935 would be made available for payment of benefits in 
connection with exports of manufactured cotton. 

Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation: The Federal 
Surplus Commodities Corporation would be continued indefi
nitely. Appropriations would be authorized each year, in
cluding the current fiscal year, in such amounts as Congress 
may determine, in addition to sums appropriated under the 
Soil Conservation Act. For administration in the current 
year, there would be authorized $5,000,000 to be immediately 
available. Sums made available may be transferred to State 
agencies requested by the Secretary to cooperate. 

COST OF PRODUCTIOlf 

I have always favored the pledges of our platform of 1932 
and 1936, which has promised the farmers cost of production 
plus a reasonable profit: 

The enactment of every constitutional measure that will aid 
the farmers to receive for their basic farm commodities prices in 
excess of cost. 

If the farmer is to be able to maintain his self respect and 
make a living for himself and family, he is entitled to the 
same fair consideration as is given business and industry 
and each one with whom he deals. 

SECRETARY WALLACE ON COST OF PRODUCTION 

Secretary Wallace, in speaking at a State Farmers' Union 
convention, September 19, 1928, in commenting on Candidate 
Hoover's Palo Alto speech said: 

He fHoover] said the farmer's wife should have the same oppor
tunities, the same standard of living as the wives of the people in 
the towns and cities; that the farmer's children should have the 
same opportunities, the same education. In other words, he said 
that the farmers should have a fair share in the national in
come. • • • 

In order to carry out these ideals it wtn be essential to transfer 
$6,000,000,000 every year from the people in the towns and cities 
to the people on the land. It will be necessary to give farmers 
$6,000,000,000 more annually if the farm housewives are to have 
the modern conveniences in their homes, if the farm children are 
to have the same kind of an education as the children in the cities 
have. All this would mean an increase in price of farm products-
of wheat, com, hogs, oats, etc.--of at least 60 or 70 percent. It 
would mean prices approaching the standard as set by the cost-of
production committee of the Farmers' Union. A fair share in the 
national income is just what the Farmers' Union definition of cost 
of production means. You can say you are going to have a fair 
share in the national income or you can say you are going to 
have the Farmers' Union definition of cost of production. 

I don't say the Farmers' Union figures are exactly right, but I 
say the principle employed is absolutely right, and I would chal
lenge any experiment station or United States Department of Agri
culture, or any other organization to prove that the principles back 
o:f the Farmers' Union cost figures are unsound. 

A PROFIT FOR BOTH ALIKB 

As repeatedly indicated by the President and Secretary 
Wallace, cost of production means exactly the same thing to 
the farmer that cost of production means to industry. To 
receive cost of production or not to receive cost of production 
means to both either success or failure. When farmers are 
required to accept less than cost of production under any 
·program they are being exploited. To arrive at the farmer's 
cost of production we naturally must figure the total expenses 
and income of the farmers of the Nation. Such careful com
putations have been made by Mr. E. E. Kennedy, secretary of 
the Farmers' Union. 

Now let us look at the comparative tables as to what the 
farmer would receive, based on today's market, if he received 
parity or cost of production for the crops he produces: 

Product Price today Parity Cost of production 

Cotton._------- 7.5 cents per pound... 16.5 cents per pound. 20 cents per pound. Corn ___________ 55 cents per busheL_ 85.4 cents per busheL 94 cents per busheL Wheat __________ 85 cents per bushel.- $1.176 per busheL ___ $1.38 per bushel. 
Potatoes ________ ~cent per pound ___ 91 cents per busheL. $1.24 per bushel. Oats ___________ 31 cents per busheL 53.1 cents per busheL 6V cents per bushel. 
Hogs_---------- 7 ·• cents per pounc:L 9.6 cents per pound .. $ll.32 per hundred· 

weight. Chickens _______ 14 cents per pound •. 30.2 cents per pound. 34 cents per pound. Eggs ____________ 21 cents per dozen_ __ 34 cents per doz-en_ __ 31 cents per dozen. Butter __________ 30 cents per pound .. 35.4 cents per pound. 56 cents per pound. 

COST OF PRODUCTION FOR INDUSTRY 

Business through the years, has received cost of production 
plus a reasonable profit, if the business continues to operate. 
All utilities, railroads, light, gas, telephone, teleg1·apb, and· so 
forth, through regulatory commissions and by court decisions 
are allowed cost of production plus a reasonable profit. For 
example, the class I railroads of the United States now 
have a petition pending before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, asking authority to increase their rates, fares, 
and charges about 15 percent, which is estimated to increase 
their revenues about $500,000,000 annually. According to 
their petition their property investment is a little less than 
$26,000,000,000 and their net railway operating income the 
past 3 years is as fallows: 

Net railway Rate of return 
Year operating on property Net income· 

income investment 

1935_________________________________ $499,819,118 
1936.----------------------------------- 667, 347, 115 
1937 (9 months)------------------------ 468, 449, 039 

1. 93 $7, 539, lZ1 
2. 57 164, 630, 00 
2. 4J 1 77,000,0011 

!.Approximate. 

Their petition, of course, takes into consideration their in
flated values, wate:::ed stock, exorbitant officers' salaries, and 
so forth, and they ask this rate increase on this set-up. Yet 
when the farmer asked for cost of production on actual in
vestment and full services rendered for himself and his 
family, he is told that such a law would be hard to adminis
ter. Such a law has not been too hard to administer for the 
railroads, for all utilities, and all other kinds of business, 
and the time has come when the farmer and laboring man is 
entitled to have the same yardstick used in measuring his 
rights. . 
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INCOME AND ECONOMIC PROGRESS 

Dr. Harold G. Moulton, in his book, Income and Economic 
Progress, points out that from 1929 to 1932 consumers' goods 
fell off 23 percent, capital goods 50 percent, house construc
tion 80 percent. The loss in dollars of income to individuals 
in the 4 years, 1930-33, was no less than one hundred and 
.forty billions. Workers suffered an income loss of 43 per-
cent, small-business men a loss of 41 percent, property own
ers a loss of 40 percent. Manufacturing plants averaged 
only 66 percent of capacity for the 14 years from 1922 to 
1935. 

According to Dr. Moulton, in the peak year of 1929, 19,-
000,000 families, or 71 percent of all, had an income of $2,500 
a year or less. Six million families sought to make ends 
meet on $1,000 a year or less. To give every family in the 
Nation a standard of living defined as reasonable by the 
Bureau of Home Economics would have required in 1929 no 
less than a 75 percent increase in the production of con
sumers' goods and services. A vast unfilled demand existed. 
Yet businessmen were unable to keep their factories and 
equipment fully employed. 
. Savings, ac<!ording to Dr. Moulton, were large during the 
New Era, and tended progressively to increase. The distri
bution of income was such that vast sums went to the rich 
who were totally unable to spend their dollars, and so per
force saved them. Of the fifteen billions of savings in 1929, 
thirteen billions accrued to 10 percent of the population. 
Sixty thousand families at the top saved as much as 25,000,-
000 families at the bottom. Families with incomes of $10,000 
and over per year contributed two-thirds of the whole savings 
fund. 

Mr. Stuart Chase puts it this way: 
That if the rich spent all their interest, dividends, rents, and 

royalties for consumers' goods, balance would be restored. It 
would. But the rich, one fears, would choke to death in the 
attempt. In 1929, according to Virgil Jordan, the five-hundred-odd 
families with incomes of over a million spent as a group only 
$87,000,00~leaving more than a billion of their combined income 

·tor savings and . investment. Inadequate buying power among 
the masses of the people appears to be fundamentally responsible 
for the persistent failure to call forth our productive powers. It 
has been shown, also, that the standards of living desired for the 
American people as a whole can be attained only if we can some
bow greatly increase the national output of goods and services. 
Our problem is to determine whether the flow of the income 
stream can be so modified as to expand progressively the etiective 

·demand for goods. 
· Keep your eye steadily on that phrase, "Whether the flow of the 
income stream can be so modified"-whether excess savings can be 
diverted into spending. 

The black powder is readily discovered. If Brookings is right, 
we have no need for capital and capitalists on the scale in which 
they now cumber the growing of the fifteen billions which capi
talists-large and small, but mostly large-had to reinvest in 1929, 
only five billions could be put to work. The balance drained into 
sterile speculation, further to upset the system when the crash 

·came. If the Government wants to soak the rich to the full extent 
of their unproductive savings, nothing but good can come of it, 
provided the taxes so collected are transformed into active purchas
ing power. No worker, no farmer, no productive businessman can 
do aught but benefit by the transfer. 

It seems clear from the above information that too much 
wealth has concentrated into too few hands. That ·the 
wealthy have been unable or unwilling-or both-to return 
their surplus income back into trade channels, thus depriving 
trade and commerce of this badly needed steady flow of 
money. It seems clear that if this surplus money was kept 
in trade and commerce by paying the farmers and the labor-

. ers a living price for their products and services our troubles 
would be largely solved. 

UNDISTRIBUTED-PROFITS AND CAPITAL-GAINS TAX 

Yet all we have heard this session of Congress by our reac
tionary critics, both in and out of Congress, instead of trying 
to be constructive and help and enact the platform upon 
which they were elected, we have heard nothing but their 
squawks and insistence that the undistributed-profits tax 
enacted last year to force into circulation the unused sur
pluses of the large corporations-that this law should be re
pealed or emasculated to where it will not function. The 
same group insists upon the repeal or emasculation of the 
capital-gains provision of the income-tax .law, at least to 

the extent where it will permit those who profited most dur
ing the 1929-32 depression to hold the long profits they have 
made, in the stocks they purchased at the bottom during 
this period. 

THE REMEDY 

It is to be hoped that we can amend the existing farm 
bills so as-
- First. To give the American farmer the American market 
and pay him cost of production plus a reasonable profit for 
his products thus sold. 

Second. To permit the farmer on a voluntary basis to 
grow whatever surpluses he chooses, beyond the American 
market, to be turned over to the Secretary of Agriculture to 
be sold in the world market at the world price after due 
provision is made for caring for relief or necessary emer
gencies. 

Third. That the program be based upon the present Soil 
Conservation Act, giving maximum benefit to the family 
size farm, considering the size of the family, and lilititing 
subsidy payments to the large unit and/ or tractor farmer. 

Fourth. To improve the marketing and loan provisions to 
care for temporary surpluses. 

Fifth. To provide research laboratories to discover new 
uses for cotton. 

Sixth.· To protect the interest of the ultimate consumer, 
as well as · the Federal Treasury. 

There are several bills pending which contain provisions 
that will carry out these results and I hope these amendments 
will be given the consideration they deserve, when they are 
offered to this bill. 

The farmers of our. country have waited patiently on the 
Congress to deal justly and fairly with their rights. The 

_.Democratic platform and the President have repeatedly 
promised the farmers of the Nation cost of production plus a 
reasonable profit for their products. The farmers of the 
Natlon are entitled to. the same fair consideration given in
dustry and all other business-they will be satisfied with 
nothing less. [Applause.] 

I ask unanimous consent to include in my extension certain 
ex.cerpts. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. DOXE¥. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentle

man from Arkansas. [Mr. McCLELLAN]. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Chairman, in view of the plight 

of the American farmer and agriculture generally, no one 
can deny that Federal legislation of some character is 
needed. The Committee on Agriculture has spent weeks of 
time in investigation and holding hearings and preparing 
the bill under consideration. No doubt the committee found 
there were many with suggestions and programs that would 
solve the agricultural problems. We all have ideas; some, 
of course, are better than others, but, in my judgment, no 
one is able to say exactly what will restore agriculture and 
the farmer to a status of prosperity. We are still proceeding 
more or less with experimentation. We have been com
pelled to experiment. I doubt if any member of the com
_mittee, well informed though he may be on this subject, after 
these weeks of deliberation, can with any degree of certainty 
predict what the practical operation and effect of this law 
will be when enacted. We can only hope for the best, and 
it is in the hope that as a result of the bill passed by the 
House, and the Senate measure, which are greatly different, 
the conferees may be able to report here for our approval a 
measure that will be equitable and effective.· 

Many features of this bill I do not like. However, I can 
vote for it now with much less misgivings than I could in 
the beginning, since I have learned there is to be incorpo
rated by way of an amendment a provision exempting some 
1,500 pounds of lint cotton, or the equivalent of 3 bales. 
before any penalty will apply. I recall that under the old 
program many came to my office and talked to me about 
the injustice of conditions which were imposed on them 
under those restrictions. Many hill farmers on lands not 
·very productive, had their quotas and allotments so reduced, 
in many instances, to less than a bale to their farms, to 
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where it was impossible for them to have enough money crop 
to pay their taxes and purchase school books for their chil
dren. Their situation was intolerable, and a law that in
fiicted such a condition, at least that provision of it, was 
indefensible. I do not want any recurrence of those 
injustices. 

With the adoption of the proposed amendment, the danger 
of such hardships on the small farmer will be greatly mini
mized and will make this a much better bill. Personally, I 
regret necessity exist for any sort of control program. 
Every time that we appeal to the Federal Government for 
aid and regulation and for help of this character, to some 
extent we must yield and surrender our personal liberties. 
With Government supervision or regulation there is involved 
a measure of regimentation, and in regimentation freedom 
of action is restricted; but the farmer has appealed for help, 
and it is our responsibility to respond to the full limit of 
our wisdom and power. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Does not the gentleman 

feel there ought to be another amendment offered and ac
cepted that woUld penalize the so-called big farmer? All I 
understand it now, payments can be made up to $2,000 
before there is any penalty on the big farmer. It seems 
to me there ought to be a ceiling somewhere to be paid the 
cotton hog who is causing so much trouble in this program. 
· Mr. McCLELLAN. I think that suggestion is worthy of 
serious consideration. I wish to point out one further se
rious objection to this bill, and that is that we base the 
allotment solely upon acreage. There is a human element 
which enters into this thing. There are those who, though 
not possessing so many acres, yet have a heavier responsi
bility toward humanity, a much larger family to support
a fact that ought to be taken into consideration in allotting 
production. 

We can reduce acreage cultivated to cotton or other crops 
and allot on the basis of acreage, and yet the farmer if he 
desires to do so--and it has been done and this year's crop 
indicates it-by reason of heavier fertilization and intense 
cultivation produce the same amount of yield. 

In other words, one of the objectives sought by this legis
lation is to reduce production; this could better be attained 
by making allotments of quantity rather than by making 
base acreage allotments. If a farmer has 15 acres to plant 
to cotton and under the provisions of this bill he is told he 
can only grow 10 acres, but no restriction is imposed or 
limit set for amount of production on the 10 acres, the 
farmer can in most instances, if he chooses to do so, and a 
large number will do it, by heaVY fertilization and intensive 
cultivation, produce as much on the 10 acres as he normally 
would on the 15 acres. This is one of the weak spots of this 
bill. There should be, and it is absolutely necessary to 
materially reduce production, a quantity limit set in connec
tion with each allotment of acreage. 

I am fully convinced that this Government cannot sub
sidize to the extent of raising to parity prices all of the 
basic agricultural commodities that agriculture in this 
country can produce. And if we are going to have a crop
control program, then I am convinced that the domestic 
allotment plan, or a plan whereby domestic consumption is 
allotted to farmers on an equitable basis and the price of 
these commodities sold in home markets so subsidized as to 
put them on a parity basis with the cost of manufactured 
and processed goods which the farmer must buy, is the 
soundest, fairest, and most equitable plan that has yet been 
proposed. This would in no way restrict any farmer en
gaged in the growing of any product covered by this legis
lation from producing all of such agricultural products that 
he cared to grow and exporting and selling in the world 
market. If the Federal Government can subsidize all or any 
part of these farm products produced for the export trade, 
then no one will be more anxious to see it done than I. But 
the important thing, if it can possibly be done, is to recaP
ture some foreign trade. 
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To do this, in my judgment, ultimately we are going to 
have to compete in price with other countries who are pro
ducing these agricultural products. Unless this increase of 
foreign competition is substantially checked, in a little while 
we will have no market. · It, therefore, appears the wise 
thing to do is, first, allot the home consumption of these 
products to farmers on as eqUitable a basis as can be devised, 
-subsidize these products to parity prices, and then, if means 
can be found by which to raise revenues to further subsidize 
all or any part of these products that can be exported in 
world markets, well and good. 

There are many features of this measure I would like to 
discuss, but time will not permit; but I do call attention to 
the fact that we are going a long way in the delegation of 
.power to the Secretary of Agriculture. I do not like it. It 
violates my convictions with reference to the true conception 
of pure democracy. I hope many amendments will be 
adopted safeguarding, insofar as possible, the rights and 
welfare of the farmer. 

There is provided in various sections of this bill authority 
for the Secretary of Agriculture to hold a referendum elec
tion to determine whether marketing quotas shall be set up. 
It is significant to note that no machinery is set up for the 
holding of this election. We can well assume that the Secre
tary is interested and has already determined that marketing 
quotas should be invoked. The law directs him to hold an 
.election among the farmers, but we are not providing in this 
bill how that election shall be held. It should be conducted 
free of any sort of intimidation or coercion and with the sole 
purpose of obtaining the true sentiment of the farmers in
volved. I am hoping the committee will prepare an amend
ment to these sections that will safeguard and protect the 
farmers in the expression of their personal preference and 
sentiment when these referendums are taken. [Applause.] 
. Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. CREAL]. 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Chairman, this morning I strolled by 
the Supreme Court Building into the Capitol Hill Restau
rant and there saw Members filling their trays with the 
products of probably ~5 States-Post Toasties from Michigan, 
citrus fruits from Florida, and various other foods from other 
places. I saw them go out and get a toothpick made from 
wood from Michigan and light a cigarette made from to
bacco grown in Kentucky, all coming over here as statesmen 
to debate the question of whether or not farm products are 
a part of interstate commerce. When the Constitution says 
that Congress shall have the power to regulate commerce 
between the States, the word "regulate" takes on a very 
broad meaning, but I do not mean to use my 5 minutes 
in discussing the validity of the measure. 

I agree with the minority opinion in the Triple A case. 
We have heard a great deal of talk about financing this 
program. People forget that tobacco, alone, one of the 
five products included in the bill, furnishes the Federal Gov
ernment more than enough to finance the entire program, its 
returns to the Federal Government running from $500,000,-
000 to $680,000,000 a year. While this bill is not for the 
benefit of tobacco alone, yet the revenue from it is enough to 
finance the entire program. One gentleman mentioned the 
admonition of Thomas Jefferson when he said that agricul
ture is one of the four industries that thrive best when left 
to their own initiative. 

That was fully demonstrated by President Hoover, and we 
became so prosperous that we took a 2-year leave without pay. 

I might remind him of the later admonition of a gentle
man whose advice he would be more likely to take; that is, 
the advice of the G. 0. P. chairman, John Hamilton, on 
November 19 at Hartford, Conn., at the largest assembly 
of Republicans ever gathered together in that state, in 
which Hamilton said: 

You can have all the meetings you want to, but until the 
Republican Party convinces the American people that they are 
wllling to legislate for the whole mass of people, the party 1s 
doomed. 

I disagree with Mr. Hamilton. He should have said: 
"Had you been willing in the past 3 or 4 years to join in 
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With legislating for the whole people, you may not have 
died." [Laughter.] 

So we find the same thing here today. We find six of 
the seven who voted against reporting this bill on the 
Republican side, not heeding Mr. Hamilton's advice. With 
40,000,000 American citizens engaged in agriculture, and 
with the byproducts of that furnishing another 15,000,000 
with employment, we find the chief opposition to this pro
gram coming from those that Mr. Hamilton adviSes should 
wake up and join in with legislating for the whole people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken
tucky has expired. 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I Yield to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. MILts] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com
mittee, we have heard for 3 days different opinions as to the 
merits and demerits of this proposed bill H. R. 8505. For 
me, I realize that it is very necessary that this Congress 
should adopt agriculture legislation and we cannot deny that 
this proposed bill has certain outstanding features; although, 
if adopted as now written, it will work to an advantage in 
favor of certain farmers, and to others it will work to a 
disadvantage. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I hope to offer several 
amendments at the proper time; I believe, if adopted, said 
amendments will protect the small farmer and at the same 
time will do no deprecable damage to the large planter. 

The most outstanding objectionable features to the Bank
head bill were that it did not take care of the beginning 
farmer, the new-ground farmer, and the farmer without an 
average; therefore, Mr. Speaker, if this Congress would agree 
to adopt my first amendment, on page 6, line 5, by striking 
out "95 percent" and insert in lieu thereof "93 ¥2 percent," 
and in lines 20 and 21, strike out "2¥2 percent" and insert 
"4 percent" in lieu thereof, the beginning farmer or new
ground farmer would be protected under this proposed bill to 
an extent that, in most instances, he would receive an acre
age allotment sufficient to make a livelihood; whereas if my 
said amendment is not adopted, in certain parishes or coun
ties of the South the new-ground farmer will only receive 
one-half to 4 acres as his allotment, and, Mr. Speaker, I 
contend that, as the bill is now written, it specifically shows 
a discrimination in part against the new-ground farmer. 

Further, on page 6, in line 17, begining with the word "the," 
I propose to strike out the entire sentence as now written-

The allotment to any farm on which cotton has been planted 
during at least one of such years shall be that proportion of the 
farm allotment which would otherwise be made which the number 
of such years bears to 5. 

Mr. Chairman, if this language is retained in the bill, it 
will certainly show favor to one farmer over another; inas
much as the first-year farmer will only receive an allotment 
of one-fifth as much as his neighboring farmer, even though 
they have the same acreage in cultivation, therefore, I con
tend this language should be taken out. 

If my amendments, on page 6, lines 5 and 17, are adopted, 
then, of course, it would be necessary on page 60, line 14, to 
strike out "95 percent" and insert "93% percent" in lieu 
thereof, and on page 61, line 6, strike out "2% percent" and 
insert "4 percent." [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] 10 minutes. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman and· members of the Com
mittee, I was privileged to attend a conference of 40 or 50 
Members of the House, all of whom are interested in the 
solution of the farm problem. There were present, for the 
most part, farm members of the majority party. However, 
there were a certain number of Republican Members having 
farm constituents. Yes; there were a few of us who, while 
residing within the limits of large metropolitan cities and 
having a strictly urban constituency, were likewise very much 
interested in the discussion and solution of the farm prob
lem. Progressive, sincere, and alert Members of the House 
recognize the fact that the problem of· parity between farm 
prices and prices of manufactured goods is a problem which 
demands solution and are trYing to find some means or 

method to bring about a sound solution of this vexing prob
lem. My record in Congress, Mr. Chairman, is one of con
sistent support of all farm legislation. My precongressional 
service record as it applies to the farm dates back for many 
years and extends into more than one State of this Union. 
I have worked with my friend Tom Howard and the Farmers' 
Union many years ago and have contributed my bit to the 
farmers' welfare whenever possible. I want to keep my rec
ord clean and unbroken, because I realize my responsibility 
as a citizen of an urban district. I feel that I owe it to the 
great farm element of my State and of the Nation to con
tribute my mite to the efforts of Chainnan JoNEs and this 
great Committee on Agriculture. I have followed him in 
matters pertaining to farm legislation ever since I have been 
in Congress, and I aim to do so in this instance as I cast my 
vote for the bill known as H. R. 8505. 

I am told that this bill does not satisfy all of the mem
bers of the committee, and I can say that while I am going 
to vote for it, it does not meet my ideas altogether and does 
not satisfy me completely. All legislation, however, is neces
sarily a matter of compromise, and this bill, stripped of all 
demagoguery and sham, should, when amended, be oi mate
rial assistance to the great farming element of this country. 

I cannot subscribe to the suggestion made at the unofficial 
conference on Monday morning that the bill should be re
committed and brought back to the House with the prices 
arbitrarily fixed upon the following articles and upon tllE 
basis of the figures shown. 

Barley, 67% cents per bushel; cattle, $7.90 per 100 pounds: 
cotton, 20 cents per pound; field corn, $1 per bushel; flax
seed, $2.38 per bushel; grain sorghum, 74 cents per bushel; 
hogs, $10.40 . per 100 pounds; milk, 12 cents per quart; pea
nuts, 5 cents per pound; potatoes, $1.21% per bushel; rice, 
$1.22% per bushel; rye, 92 cents per bushel; sugar beets, 
$7.90 per ton; tobacco, 20% cents per pound; wheat, $1.50 
per bushel. 

And other farm products in proportion. 
I am not at all fearful of the principle of price fixing, but 

I do hold to the idea that price fixing must be very carefully 
studied and not put into effect through an arbitrary method 
without regard to circumstances and the effects produced. 
Certain items suggested and the prices advanced during the 
conference are reasonable, other prices are insufflcient, while 
some prices are impossible. They are impossible as a result 
of circumstances, and these circumstances are superficial 
and should first and above all else be eliminated, because 
they are detrimental to the welfare of both the producer and 
the consumer. 

I make reference particularly to the basic price of 12 cents 
per quart for milk. Obviously, milk is a food commodity 
that is most essential to the health and development of our 
children, the future citizens of this great Nation. Milk 
should be made available to every child, without distinc
tion, and the price should be as reasonable as possible. The 
profit for the producer of milk should come from quality 
and quantity rather than scarcity, and, in my humble opin
ion, the best way to bring about greater consumption at a 
fair price to both the consumer and the producer would be 
to strike down the Milk Trust which today extends into every 
State in the Nation. [Applause.] 

I presume that stock manipulators and merciless pro· 
moters will tell you that they are justified in acquiring con
trol of the sale and distribution of the milk industry. They 
will try to justify the existence of this giant octopus which 
stifies production and which eliminates competition in dis
tribution. I remember when in the city of Detroit we had 
among others the Detroit Creamery Co., the Towar Cream
ery Co., the Gabel, the Risdon, Ebling, and the Kennedy 
Creamery Cos.. the Ira Wilson Dairy, and a number of 
other fine and independent milk-distributing agencies, but 
it seems that those days are gone forever. Today most 
of the largest ones have been swallowed up by the trust and 
the others are facing the future with the ever-present 
threat of extinction, the fate that has overcome other enter
prising milk businesses. 
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The arbitrary adjustment of the price of milk to 12 cents 

per quart for the producers at this time could not be justified. 
For this, among other reasons, the average producer receives 
for his product perhaps 3 cents per quart at the present time, 
which sells for 15 cents per quart in the big cities; 12-cent 
milk through the "trust" would in all probability be delivered 
in metropolitan Detroit and all other big cities for at least 
twice the basic price, or 24 cents a quart; and it might not be 
unreasonable to suppose that it might sell for the prohibi
tive price of 30 cents per quart or more. 

While I am anxious to aid the dairy farmer, along with 
other farmers, I cannot subscribe· to the idea that we should 
arbitrarily peg the price of milk to the farmer at a minimum 

. of 12 cents, and that we should do so in one jump and at this 

. time. I am convinced that such a move would destroy the 
dairy business in my State and in the Nation, because the 
consequent jump in price to the consumer would deprive 
three-fourths of the needy people of the use of Nature's most 
perfect and essential food. The babies and the growing chil
dren of the Nation would be the ones to suffer most, and the 
dairy farmer would not sell 1 quart where today he sells 10 
quarts; hence, where the profit to the farmer? And to think 
of the injustice to the needy people in the big cities! The 
crying need of the industry, as I see it, is that it be freed of 
the paralyzing effect of the octopus known as the Milk Trust. 
Bring about a better distributing system; bring about the 
availability of milk to the countless thousands who should 
have it and who cannot afford it; and gradually, consistently, 
the price to the producer can and will be raised without mak
ing the product prohibitive to the consumer. The Federal 
Trade Commission should go into this problem and give it its 
most careful and thorough investigation. It would not be 
amiss to suggest a Nation-wide investigation of this problem. 
The dairy farmer has always been struggling for a mere exist
ence, and he is as important in the economy of this country 
a.s the producer of hogs and cattle or the producer of com 
and cotton. 

I am hopeful that when this bill is up for amendments that 
specific provisions may be added which will strengthen the 
bill and aid the farmers as a whole. We must ever remember 
that we cannot have prosperity in the cities while the great 
farm element of this country is impoverished, and there can 
be no prosperity among farmers when the people of the cities 
are undernourished, ill-housed, and ill-fed. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to you that I intend to vote for this 
bill and to be guided by the very able advice of the chairman 
of this committee. I ask leave to extend and fevise my 
remarks. [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
South Carolina LMr. RrcHARDsJ such time as he may desire. 

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, no man coming from a 
cotton-raising section, as I do, could help but be vitally 
interested in this farm bill, and no Representative in Con
gress, who has studied the complexities of the present condi
tion of agriculture, could be absolutely sure that any crop
control plan will provide a permanent remedy. The human 
mind cannot read the future and it is futile to attempt it, 
but we can face a condition and a problem and attempt to 
solve it. 

I am going to address my remarks to the problem of the 
' COtton farmers because they make up a large part of the 
people I represent here. To them a fair price for cotton is 
the difference between a livelihood and starvation, hope 
and despair, happiness and misery. 

Before considering this proposed control plan, let us look 
over the situation a little. Because of the carry-over last 
year and the big crop this year we have in the United States 
on hand about 24,000,000 bales of cotton. We have about 
6,000,000 carry-over from last year and a crop of about 18,-
000,000 bales this year. Now, on top of that, there is on 
hand about 19,000,000 bales of foreign-raised cotton. Cot
ton is in a category by itself-we have always had to sell at 
least half of our · cotton on the foreign market. We are 
faced with cotton abroad and about 15,000,000 bales more 
than we can consume at home. We can still sell some cot
ton to foreign countries as they prefer our grades, but the 

sale must be at ruinous competitive prices. This is a condi
tion and not a theory. The result is ruin to our cotton 
farmers unless something is done to curtail overproduction 
here. I am not unmindful that the producer of other farm 
commodities are faced with a . similar situation, but their 
problem is not as distressing as that of .the cotton farmer. 
This is due, more or less, to the fact that wheat, corn, and 
other major crops can be used up entirely by the people of 
the United States, while at least one-half of the cotton crop 
must be sold on foreign markets. When this administra
tion came into power it was able to correct more immedi
ately the problem of grain farmers by cutting production 
and increasing the purchasing power of the American people. 
It is true that the bumper crop of wheat this year has caused 
a recession in ·prices, but the drop was not nearly so drastic 
as in the case of cotton. 

As to the causes of our agricultural dilemma, opinions differ, 
but all fair-minded people feel that the Smoot-Hawley Tariff 
Act is largely responsible. In 1932, 2 years after the enact
ment of the Smoot-Hawley tariff, the average farm price of 
corn in the United States was 28 cents a bushel; in 1936 it 
was 77 cents, and for the first 8 months of 1937 approxi
mately $1 a bushel. In 1932 the average farm price of wheat 
was 39 cents a bushel; in 1936, 96 cents; and for the first 8 
months of 1937, $1.17. In 1932 hog raisers got, on the aver
age, $3.44 a hundred pounds for their pigs; in 1936 they got 
$9.17; and for the first 8 months of 1937, $9.79. In 1932 beef 
cattle brought the producers, on the average, $4.07 a hun
dred; in 1936, $6; and for the first 8 months of 1937, $7.62. 
Butterfat yielded dairy farmers an average of 17.9 cents a 
pound in 1932, 32.5 cents in 1936, and 32.6 cents in the first 8 
months of 1937. Wool growers got 3.7 cents a pound for their 
wool in 1932, 26.7 cents in 1936, and 31.8 cents in the first 8 
month of 1937. Cotton in 1932 was bringing 6 cents, but it 
began an upward climb until in 1936 the price reached 12 to 
14 cents. This rise in price was due entirely to this admin
istration's policy of crop control, as well as the provision of 
additional purchasing power by the American people. Now, 
in 1937 we are practically back where we started. Cotton is 
~owhere near bringing the cost of production, due to the 
absence of a real control plan in 1937 and the resulting 
bumper crop. 

Much has been said by opponents of this measure about the 
increase in foreign production of cotton, but statistics do not 
show that this increase in quantity production is the result 
of our past crop-control program. The able Chairman of thiS 
Committee has forcefully called to your attention the fact 
that foreign production of cotton in 1925, long before a crop
control program was thought of in this country, was just as 
high as it was in 1937. The World War taught these people 
that cotton is an essential commodity of war as well as peace, 
and they immediately began to raise it or to provide substi
tutes for it. A prime reason for the drop in foreign purchases 
of our cotton is that we no longer loan foreign Governments 
money to buy cotton because experience has shown us that 
they do not repay, and I am sure that we all feel that it is 
preferable to subsidize our own farmers rather than sub
sidize through loans some foreign Government to which we 
owe no obligation. This bill is an honest attempt to sub
sidize agriculture and at the same time place agriculture in 
such position that there will be no need for subsidization in 
coming years. · 

I have long been convinced that the best thing we could 
do for our cotton farmers is to remove the handicap of the 
Smoot-Hawley tariff; either that or make direct payments 
to farmers to offset tariff-imposed handicaps. However, this 
is easier said than done, and until it is done we must do 
something to keep the house from burning down. The Re
publican Members of this Congress and others who are fight
ing this bill so viciously would never agree to repeal the 
tariff provisions that have been protecting industry in this 
country, nor would they agree to dip down into the Treasury 
of the United States and pay to the farmers, out of general 
tax funds, sufficient millions to place the farmers on an 
equal basis with certain protected industries. I say that 
something must be done now, or that great one-third of our 
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entire population, those engaged in agricultural pursuits, will 
be pressed against the wall. What then will become of the 
general business structure of our country? History shows 
that when our farmers prosper the rest of our people are 
prosperous, and vice versa. 

To you of the great Middle West who have expressed op
position to this bill on the ground that it favors the cotton 
farmers to the cost . of other farmers, I say that if cotton 
must go the farmers of South Carolina will finally adjust 
themselves to conditions in the years to come, and the re
sult will be that they will raise for market other farm 
commodities instead of cotton, which will be thrown on the 

. open market of this country in competition with the com
modities which you now raise for market exclusively. South 

. Carolina is the garden spot of .the world. We can grow at 
a profit many farm products when. adequate market~ and 
shipping facilities are provided. If cotton goes we will be 
forced to raise com, peas, oats, potatoes, and similar prod
ucts, not only as now for home consumption, but to be 
thrown on the competitive market with yours. It follows 
that if you help the cotton farmer to produce cotton at a 

· profit you will be helping yourselves at the same time. In 
years gone by South Carolina raised indigo as its principal 
crop, but when the prices obtained for indigo ceased to pro
vide a livelihood for our farming people they quit indigo 
and began to raise rice, and when it was found that rice 

· could not be raised profitably on account of severe competi
tion our coastal country quit rice and began to raise cotton. 
Now it looks like we are going to have to quit cotton, because 
we cannot raise it under present conditions and live, but 
we cannot quit raising it overnight and live, either. I reiter
ate, if we do quit cotton, our fertile soil will be turned to 
something else. We ask for a breathing spell in the hope 
that we can work this problem out by control. If we can, 
we are saving you of the West at the same time we are 

· saving ourselves. 
While this 1937 crop-control bill does not meet with my 

approval in every respect, and I am going to ask that it be 
amended in two or three particulars, I do believe that it 
ls an improvement on the old crop-control bill. The great 

· objection I have found in the old bill was that the 5-year 
base average did not do justice to cur farmers in two main 
particulars. One was that it penalized the farmer who had 
already been cooperating by cutting his cotton acreage and 
at the same time provided gain for the farmer who had 
been instrumental in bringing about overproduction. I am 
glad to see that this bill seeks to correct this injustice. 
The cultivated-acreage basis, upon which allotments are to 
be made, is far more equitable. However, there is one in
justice that this bill does not correct. There should be a 
limit in it below which any farmer, owner, or tenant could 
not be cut. No farm-control bill can be justified unless it 
provides a reasonable expectancy for every farmer to pay 
cost of production. Of course, we all understand that among 
the many hazards a farmer faces are drought, floods, insects, 
and unfavorable weather conditions. No one but the 
Supreme Being can foresee these things, but the individual 
farmer should be guaranteed a reasonable expectancy that 
under average conditions he will be able to pay his debts. 
I shall, therefore, offer an amendment to this bill to the 
effect that no farmer, who has farmed any year during the 
previous 5-year period, can be penalized if he raises less 
than the 4 bales of cotton weighing 500 pounds each. With 
this amendment added, I have high hopes that this bill will 
be a blessing to the man with the hoe and will aid materially 
in bringing prosperity to our great country. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CULKIN]. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, in America dairying is a 
major industry and its chief product, milk, is absolutely 
essential to the growth of the young and the welfare of our 
people. The cow is, in fact, "the foster mother of the human 
race." Twenty million people within these United States 
are dependent upon dairying for their livelihood, and there 
are approximately 4,000,000 dairy units in America. The 

number of cows in America at the present time is approxi
mately 21,000,000, with an aggregate value of approximately 
$2,000,000,000. The annual output of the dairies of the 
country is, in round numbers, 125,000,000,000 pounds of milk, 
valued at over $3,000,000,000. This valuation, of course, in
cludes marketing and labor costs. About one-half of this 
milk is used for fiuid consumption in our homes, the bal~ 
ance going into powdered milk, cheese, and butter. 

Despite the fact that the output of our dairies is essential 
to national well-being and that dairying is the onlY type of 
farming which conserves soil fertility, there is no agricul
tural group whose econoinic condition has been more de
pressed. There is no farming group whose situation has 
been more thoroughly exploited by the middleman or whose 
situation has been so outrageously manhandled by govern
mental experimentation. The dairymen, as a group, are a 
taciturn generation. They have not worn a path to the 
Treasury and have not been on the firing line clamoring 
for governmental aid. But their situation is no less griev
ous, and the financial return to the average dairy farmer, 
throwing into the scale the services of his wife and family, 
is less than $750 per year. The dairy farmer is tied to the 
soil and his situation cries to heaven for relief. 

The situation of the New York State dairyman is typical. 
His land is being sold for taxes, and while he is making a 
necessary contribution to the health of the people, he finds 
himself without sufficient return to live comfortably, free 
from the stress of poverty. He likewise finds himself unable, 
as has been his practice for generations, to educate his 
worth-while child. 

May I say that the farmers of New York are more truly 
farmers in the original sense than those that till the soil, for 
long before the husbandman "tilled the earth for profit men 
drove their animals from place to place and lived upon their 
milk." The average resident of the country and a good 
many Members of the House cannot see New York State in 
terms of agriculture. If he does think of New York at all, 
he visualizes Wall street and does not consider this great 
army of New York producers. This spirit has infected the 
present agricultural administration. Let me say to the 
House that the dairy cattle of New York State, which num
bers 2,120,000, are valued at over $200,000,000. For genera
tions New York State has been well to the top in the pro
duction of dairy products. New York State, in fact, pio
neered that field. It originated the sanitary production and 
distribution of milk and laid the basis of the pedigreed herd 
in Ameiica. The people in my district and, indeed, the 
thinking people of the country have come to realize that 
the economic well-being of great sections of the country is 
up or down, according to the condition of the dairyman. 

In April 1933 we passed the agricultural-adjustment bill, 
which included dairy products. Under this measure Secre
tary Wallace and the heads of the Dairy Division of the De
partment of Agriculture in obedience to the Secretary's 
complex that farm relief has no place except in the midwest
em or southern country, where the agricultural group is and 
has been for a long time most vocal, either ignored the 
dairyman or the dairyman's condition to devote their time to 
destroying what solidarity the dairyman had gained in the 
field of cooperative marketing. Since then the dairymen 
have gone from bad to worse. Then the Supreme Court 
declared the A. A. A. unconstitutional and we passed the Soil 
Conservation Act. We attempted to write into that measure 

. a provision that the lands taken out of production should 
not be used for the commercial production of dairy products. 
Under the lash of the House leadership this amendment was 
defeated. Now we are writing a new measure and in this 
measure the dairyman is not only ignored, but he is 
threatened with extinction. I regret to say it, but this meas
ure is brazenly sectional in its character and purposes. It 
takes care of the cotton, wheat, and corn farmer and gives 
the dairyman added competition by governmental subsidies. 
It is basically a soil-conservation measure, but under the 
reasoning of th,e bureaucrats who wrote the bill it penalizes 
the dairy farmer, who for generations has conserved the 
soil. The old Force Bills which followed the Civil War, 
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rotten as they were in character, made no attempt to wipe out 
the South economically. This bill will eventually wipe out 
the northern dairymen. 

Every Member of this House north of the Mason and Dix
on's line, whether he is a Democrat or Republican, whether 
he represents a city or country district, should vote against 
this bill unless the Boileau and Andresen amendments are 
written into it. This bill as it now stands will wreck the 
northern and northeastern dairyman who is already be
ginning to abandon the land. The residents of city districts 
should remember that the dairymen constitute the large part 
of the buying power in the Northern and Northeastern States. 
Destroy them and northern industry will lag and grass grow 
in the city streets. I appeal to the Representatives of the 
city districts in the North to defeat this brazen attempt to 
shift dairy production to the South and thus destroy the 
dairyman in the North. I trust they will not be misled by 
the hoary lies and buncombe by which this economic injus
tice to the northern and northeastern farmer is attempted 
to be justified. · Vote for the Boileau and Andresen amend
ments and save the dairy farmer, our best type of American 
citizen, from being destroyed · by this outrageous sectional 
legislation. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. REESJ. 
. Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, we have listened 

with a considerable amount of interest to the speeches that 
have been delivered on the measure that is now under con
sideration. Almost without exception each of the Members 
has expressed himself as being in favor of doing something 
for the farmers and producers of this country. We all want 
to do that. The question involved, of course, is the method 
by which we shall attempt to do it. 

I represent one of the great agricultural communities of 
this country. I also want to do whatever I can on behalf 
of that great group of people who contribute the food, the 
shelter, and assist in the well-being of the population of this 
country. 

Generally speaking, we have three great groups of people 
that are, after all, very much interdependent. We have on 
one hand the "industrial" group, we have the "labor group," 
and we have the "agricultural" group. It is almost impos
sible to divide a line among them. The success of one group 
depends to a great extent upon the prosperity of the other. 

Insofar as this bill is concerned, Mr. Chairman, I am like 
other Members who have spoken, in favor of those portions 
of the bill which provide for the amendment of the Soil 
Conservation Act. I believe this act, however, should go a 
little farther and provide more benefits for the farmer who 
is operating a family-sized farm and less benefits to the 
great corporations and organizations that are creating the 
surpluses in our crops. I believe there should be a limit in 
the amount of payments that are made to the latter group. 

I do want to further call your attention to the method by 
which the present act has been administered, with reference 
to the expenditure of the item of $400,000 which was ex
pended for soil conservation. I am informed that more than 
one-third of this sum was paid to the large operators to 
whom I have just referred. I would also like to call your 
attention to the extravagant manner in which the fund was 
administered. The administration costs amounted to $40,000. 
In other words, 10 cents out of every dollar that was intended 
to be paid to the farmers for soil conservation has been paid 
in salaries and expenses of Federal agents and employees 
who had charge of the enforcement of the act. This, in my 
opinion, is not only extravagant but wasteful. 

I believe we should have loan facilities that will give the 
farmer a chance to carry his grain for a longer period of 
time. I believe these loans should be liberal and the rate of 
interest comparatively low. I am in favor of that portion of 
the bill that has for its purpose the regulation of reasonable 
freight rates on agricultural products. I also believe that 
the expenditure of money for the purpose of seeking new 
uses for agricultural products is worth while. 

And I am particularly in favor of making every effort 
which we possibly can to return the American market to 

the American farmer. Since we have a protective-tariff 
system, then we ought to protect the rights of the producer 
on the same basis as we protect the rights of the manufac
turer and the laborer. 

A great deal has been said on the :floor of the House about 
our foreign trade. The fact remains that even though our 
trade with foreign nations may have grown and expanded, 
I believe you will find upon examination that this foreign 
trade has been in favor of the industrial groups and has 
resulted in a disadvantage to the agricultural people of this 
country. 

I have called attention of the Members of this House before, 
and want to call attention again, to this fact-that so far as 
the farmer and producer are concerned, we have not only 
permitted our foreign markets to get away from us, but we · 
have been permitting foreign countries to supply our markets 
in competition with our own farmers. Someone has sug
gested that this amount is comparatively small. The amount, · 
though comparatively small, according to figures we have at 
hand, is sufficient to take up the alleged surplus and even · 
more. 

I realize I am repeating what has been said about the 
American market for the ·American farmer, but according 
to figures that have been furnished us by those in author
ity we have already imported this year over 500,000 head 
of cattle. The gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. LEMKE] 
pointed out yesterday that we had imported meat and meat 
products in the amount of 150,000,000 pounds; that we im
ported 157,000 head of hogs; that we imported butter and 
cheese to the extent of more than 50,000,000 pounds; that 
we even imported poultry products in the approximate 
amount of $4,000,000. We are talking about the control of 
the supply of corn. And yet, during this year, we have 
already imported into this country 90,000,000 bushels of · 
corn. Just recently they unloaded in my district, in central 
Kansas, two carloads of oats from Australia. We even 
go so far as to permit Poland to ship its hams into this 
country under a tariff of only 3% cents per pound. It 
seems to me we are not justified in curtailing the amoUI).t 
of grain and crops that should be raised by our farmers 
until we have given them a chance to supply the home 
market. 

It is estimated that we have bought the proceeds from 
approximately 40,000,000 acres of land that was farmed in 
foreign countries. 

I realize that in making reciprocal agreements with for
eign countries, it is necessary to make certain adjustments. 
But it certainly cannot be necessary that these adjustments 
should be made so that this country is placed in the posi
tion where it buys approximately 20 percent of its farm 
products in foreign countries that could and should be . 
raised at home. 

So, I say that the first thing we should do is to at least 
provide so that the American farmer be given a chance to 
supply his own market. 

The portion of this bill having to do with crop control 
should be amended so there will not be any compulsory 
features in it. I might find it necessary to vote for the 
bill because I do not want to be in a position of having 
failed to support those features of the bill which I deem 
as being meritorious. Any measure affecting the volume 
of production or the handling of surpluses should be drafted 
in the light of the basic principle that the American farmer 
is entitled to the domestic market, so far as he can supply 
it. He should be given full opportunity to supply foreign 
markets to the extent that they need American export 
crops. 

Let me call your attention to another thing. It is said 
there are 40,000,000 acres of farm land in excess of the 
amount required to supply the demands of our present mar
kets. There is something wrong with our method of legis
lation when we spend millions, yes, billions, of dollars of 
the taxpayers' money to bring into production hundreds of 
thousands of acres of land in competition with the land that 
is already being used and is being owned and paid for by 
the American farmers. 
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We have gone off on a tangent, on the one hand, by the 

extravagant expenditure of funds to provide more land to 
produce more crops; and yet this afternoon we are trying 
to pass legislation to prevent overabundance of crops in 
this country. Appropriations to bring new lands into pro
duction at the expense of the taxpayers of this country 
should be stopped. 

Title 3 of this bill is, of course, the controversial feature 
of the proposed legislation. Like most of the Members who 
have already spoken, I am opposed to compulsory crop 
control. I believe it is unfair and un-American. It shows 
our weakness in an effort to handle this economic problem. 
We should not attempt to solve it upon the premise of scar
city. Our President has said a number of times that one
third of the people in this country are ill-fed, ill-housed, and 
ill-clothed. If this be true, then we must agree that we 
have failed not so much in the question of production but, 
rather we 'have failed to solve the question of distribution. 

Ref~rring again to this controversial portion of the bill, 
I hope the proponents of the measure are correct in their 
assumption that the provisions for control are voluntary. I 
do observe, however, that when the marketing quotas on 
corn are put into effect that those who raise wheat and corn 
will be forced to comply through the imposition of a penalty 
of 15 cents per bushel on wheat and com fed and marketed 
in excess of the quota. Under the Senate bill you will ob
serve that noncompliance with the program provides for 
fines and other penalties. 

It seems to me that if the Government is going to expend 
its funds to assist the farmers of this country, it would be 
much better to provide a subsidy on its products after the 
domestic and foreign market bas been fully supplied. In 
the discussion of this bill, I am particularly interested in the 
provisions as they affect corn and wheat. I am not so 
familiar with the situation as it affects cotton and tobacco, 
except, however, that the same fundamental principles 
naturally are involved. 

If it becomes necessary, because of an overabundance of 
crops, to regulate the production of commodities, it should 
be done only as a last resort; and only after the American 
farmer, livestockman, and producer have had a chance to 
supply their home market under a proper distribution and 
are given an even chance to compete with other industries 
in the world market. In no event should such regulation 
be compulsory. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. ·Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN J. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman. the Members on the 
minority side should not be too severely criticized if they 
are a little confused as to the condition of the country, and 
as to what we should do about it. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. THo:r.IASON] within the 
last half hour told us that last year cotton was 12 cents a 
pound; that this year it was 6 cents. Shortly after that 
the gentleman from North Carolina, Judge Kerr, told. us 
that this administration was the . only one within recent 
history that had been doing anything for the farmer. He 
gave a list showing an increase in farm commodity prices. 
When he made that statement I wondered what difference 
it made whether the price of any particular crop unit pro
duced on a farm was 50 cents, $1, or $1.50, if what you 
could get in exchange for that price or unit of production 
was no greater than what you could get when the price of 
that unit of production (a bushel of wheat or com) was 
50 cents or less. 

Does the farmer, because of this administration's policies, 
receive a larger price, as suggested by the gentleman from 
North Carolina, Judge KERR, or a less price, as shown by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. THOMASON]? 

If, as has been so often stated during this debate, this 
administration has accomplished so much for the farmer, in 
short, that prosperity has returned, was the President in 
error when, on January 20, 1937, he said: 

I see millions of famllles trying to live on incomes so meager 
tlla.t the pall of family disaster bangs over them day by day. 

I see millions whose dally lives in city and on farm continue 
under conditions labeled indecent by a so-called polite society 
half a century ago. 

I see mlllions denied education, recreation, and the opportunity 
to better their lot and the lot of their children. 

I see millions lacking the means to buy the products of farm 
and factory and by their poverty denying work and productiveness 
to many other millions. 

I see one-third of a nation ill-housed, 111-clad, ill-nourished. 

Having made this statement in his message to Congress 
and having thereafter, in substance, repeated the same thing 
on March 4 at the victory dinner and again on the 9th day 
of March in his fireside chat, we must assume that he was 
fully aware of the condition of the Nation. 

Having in mind his previous statement made on May 7, 
1933, when he said, "I am going to be honest at all times 
With the people of the country," we must arrive at the con
clusion that unless he had been misinformed, his methods 
and his policies were wrong and disastrous to the country as 
a whole, for, although administering them during 5 years, 
he expended more than $15,000,000,000, we have his own 
staeement that one-third of our Nation, or upward of 
43,000,000 people, were in acute distress. 

When this bill comes up for a vote, tomorrow, I shall offer 
an amendment providing that, when the referendum is 
taken by a representative of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
that referendum shall be conducted in the manner as is 
provided by the general election laws of the State for the 
election of township officers. 

Under the present system, the regulations in some dis
tricts require the signing of the ballots; the ballots are not 
counted locally, but are sent tQ headquarters, and the whole 
election machinery, including that for the counting of the 
ballots and the tabulation of the results, is under the control 
of those whose jobs depend upon the adoption of the plan
a method calculated to promote fraud and deception and to 
produce the result desired by the sponsors of the measure. 

Moreover, heretofore the ballot has not been a secret one. 
Each voter and the manner in which he voted was known to 
those conducting the election-a procedure abhorrent to 
everyone's sense of fair play. 

It is matter of common knowledge that a powerful group 
of the House membership met early in the week in an effort 
to send this bill back to the Committee on Agriculture for 
the purpose of having additional price-fixing provisions 
included in it. 

Morning papers carry the information that another 
group, some of those who favor the Black-Cannery bill, · 
threaten to kill the farm bill by a filibuster unless the peti
tion to discharge the Ruies Committee and release that bill 
is signed at once. 

So far, those who counsel more moderate procedure have 
prevailed, but it is evident to all that that pressure has had 
its effect, for we find Members, who would naturally be 
opposed to the wage-hour bill being brought before the 
House by petition, signing the petition to discharge the 
committee. 

The attempt to incorporate 1n the bill a provision which 
would require or permit Government officials to fix the prices 
of food products-and, of course, the idea is to establish a 
higher price than that which would otherwise prevail-and 
the drive to force the wage bill upon the floor of the House 
demonstrate, so that there is no longer room for argument, 
that the drive for the centralization of power, the establish
ing of a dictatorship in Washington, is still on, and that 
there is, in this House, a large and determined faction evi
dently imbued with the idea that Congress itself lacks 
either the good judgment, the common sense, or the courage 
to deal with these questions and prefers that the people be 
governed by bureaucrats. 

Because certain provisions of the farm bill would utterly 
destroy the independence of our farmers, I cannot vote for it. 

Early last year I spoke on the floor against the unlawful 
activities of John L. Lewis and his C. I. 0. in the sit-down 
strikes, which were carried on without a word of disapproval 
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from the President, although Governor Murphy said that 
the President-

Is watching Michigan every hour in connection with the strike 
situation. 

He often calls morning, noon, and night to express his interest 
and great concern and to give his advice. 

I am not opposed to any form of labor union which truly 
represents the worker. Unions are essential to labor's cause. 

If I were opposed to all unions I would walk over, sign the 
petition to bring the wage-hour bill before the House, and 
vote to make it the law of the land. 

The enactment of that bill and its enforcement will sound 
the death knell of unionism, if its present advocates have 
their way. Some labor leaders recognize this fact. 

With the Secretary of Labor fixing hours and wages, it is 
but a short and an inevitable step to the granting of like 
power to settle any other disputes which might arise between 
employer and employee. 

With that power vested in a department of the Federal 
Government, no longer could the labor union organizer ap
peal to the worker for the payment of dues on the theory 
that wages could be increased, hours of employment short
ened, working conditions bettered. 

The source of revenue of the labor organizer would be cut 
off, except as he might transfer his activities to a political 
organization which sought the election or appointment and 
control of an official who would listen to his demands. 

Undoubtedly it is a realization of this fact-that is, that 
Government control ·by an administrative officer means the 
end of labor organizat:ons-that induced William Green to 
criticize the present bill. 

It is more than probable that John L. Lewis and his C. I. 0. 
officials, notwithstanding what they may say, would regret 
to see this great power lodged in the hands of a Government 
official. 

The right to strike would be gone. Collective bargaining 
would be wiped out, and labor in the end would accept the 
wage fixed by a Government official or suffer the conse
quences. 

If it be true, as has been so often charged, that this coun
try has been governed by the special interests, by those who 
sought and obtained favors, by Wall Street and financial 
rings, then those advocating the wage-hour bill should realize 
and remember that they are injuring labor's cause when 
they place that power within the reach of those hands which 
they charge have in the past enslaved the workingman. 

Much as I dislike the C. I. 0., its leadership, and its meth
ods, the knowledge that the wage-hour bill, as well as this 
farm bill, leads inevitably to a Government dictatorship over 
farmer, factory, mill, and mine worker, compels me to the 
conclusion that I prefer rule by the American Federation of 
Labor-yes, even by John L. Lewis and his C. I. 0.-to the 
arbitrary acts and the half-baked conclusions of the Secre
tary of Labor to rule by that small group of experimenters 
who, after the expenditure of more than $15,000,000,000, must 
confess their failure. 

You who desire to aid labor consider well before you aid in 
the destruction of its organizations by the enactment of the 
wage-hour bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HOPE." Mr. Chairman, I yield 5·minutes to the gentle

man from South Dakota [Mr. CASE]. 
LOANS ON OTHER COMMODITIES 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, in all proba
bility this bill will be passed in some form and sent to con
ference with the Senate bill. - The controversial features 
have been debated extensively. They are sure to receive 
attention in the writing of the conference bill, but details of 
some of the less controversial portions are likely to be over
looked. Some of these details need to be examined for 
workability. 

Through the courtesy of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HoPE] I have already referred to the Committee on Agri
culture two amendments that I feel are needed. I would 

like briefly to call the attention of the Committee of the 
Whole House to them and also to suggest one further 
amendment. 

The general impression of the bill has been that it au
thorizes the Secretary and the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion, upon approval by the President, to make loans on agri
cultural commodities without restriction to the particular 
subjects that are mentioned in this bill. The very closing 
sentence of title IT, however, it seems to me, could close the 
door to any commodity except those enumerated in the bill. 
After a special sentence on corn, this provision reads: 

Except as provided In the preceding sentence, and except in the 
case of loans made with respect to dairy products, no loan shall be 
made with respect to any commodity produced on any farm on 
which the acreage planted to the commodity 1s in excess of the 
applicable farm acreage allotment. 

To what "farm acreage allotment" does this refer? Soil 
conservation or marketing quota? 

The phrase "farm acreage allotment" appears all through 
the sections on marketing quotas. There is nothing to indi
cate that farm acreage allotment applies to any crop except 
tobacco, corn, cotton, wheat, rice-the things mentioned in 
the bill. What about loans on rye, barley, or peanuts? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Under the soil-conserva

tion program, which is tied in with this bill, each farm in 
the United States will have an acreage allotment upon which 
soil-depleting ·crops may be planted. 

Mr. CASE ·of South Dakota. The gentleman is correct. 
But legislative counsel has agreed with me that indefinite

ness of the phrase as used here might limit the loans to the 
commodities expressly mentioned. My suggested amendment 
would make it clear that the farm acreage allotment here 
mentioned refers to the farm acreage allotment in the soil
conservation section. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Let me say further that 
in order to get a loan a man must be a cooperator and 
comply with the soil-conservation program. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. HOPE. I may say to the gentleman from South 

Dakota that I brought this matter to the attention of the 
committee and they have adopted an amendment, which 
will be offered as a committee amendment from the fioor, 
which will leave no doubt but what ·the allotment is an 
allotment under the Domestic Allotment and Conservation 
Act. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I thank the ,gentleman. 
CAUSES OF SUBNORMAL YEARS 

Another matter that I think should be made clear is that 
in the various sections of the bill for the determination 
of quotas. This provision appears: 

If, on account of drought, flood, insect pests, or other uncon
trollable natural cause, the production in any year of such 5-year 
period Is less than 75 percent of the average (computed without 
regard to such year), such year shall be eliminated -in calculating 
t~e normal yield per acre. _ . 

· This makes no provision for destruction of crops by plant 
disease such as rust, and rust is quite an important factor in · 
the wheat crop in my section of the country. We know by 
experience that the way to include anything in an act is to 
write it in the bill. When we authorized an appropriation . 
for the control of predatory animals, the Comptroller said 
the money could not be used on rattlesnakes because snakes 
were reptiles rather than rodents. And since rust comes 
from the barberry, . an eradicable weed, some authority will 
rule that rust is not an uncontrollable natural cause. I took 
this up also with the gentleman from Kansas and I hope 
the committee will offer an amendment to add plant diseases 
to the listed causes of subnormal years which can be thrown 
out in determining acreage allotments. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield. 
Mr. HOPE. The committee has gone over this matter and 

· an amendment will be offered to include the phrase "plant 
disease" also. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gentleman from Kansas 
evidently did a good job in presenting these matters to the 
committee. And while I say that, I want to commend him 
also for another contribution which I understand that he 
made to the bill. I refer to this sentence in the amendments 
to the Soil Conservation Act: 

In arid or semiarid sections, (1) and (2) above shall be con
strued to cover water conservation and the beneficial use of wat-er 
on individual farms, including measures to prevent run-o1f, the 
building of check dams and ponds, and providing facUlties for 
applying water to the land. 

That is a very important addition. Water conservation is 
a part of true soil conservation in the Great Plains area. 

NEW USES AND NEW MARKETS 

The third amendment to the overlooked parts of the bill 
which I desire to suggest at this time deals with a provision 
in Title IV relating to new uses and new markets for farm 
commodities. I read from it: 

Not to exceed •10,000,000 for each fiscal year is authorized to be 
utilized by the Secretary for the establishment, equipment, mainte
nance, and administrative expenses of laboratories and other re
search facilities for the research into and development of new, 
scientific, chemical, and technical uses and new and extended 
msrkets and outlets for farm commodities and products thereof. 

But-
No part of the sums available under this subsection shall be 

expended in any State or Territory in cooperation with any such 
State or Territory or its agencies or subdivisions unless the State, 
Territory, agency, or subdivision has hereafter appropriated not 
less than $250,000 for the establishment of physical facilities suit
able for use in carrying out this subsection. 

If it remains that way, this requirement will mean, first 
of all, that States will not receive any benefits of this re
search until they have had a session of the legislature in 
order to make such an appropriation. 

It will mean that the States which already have physical 
facilities competent for use in this work cannot use those 
facilities. They must spend a quarter of a million dollars 
for new ones. 

It will mean that those which are unable to put up the 
$250,000 to expend would not be able to use in any degree 
such facilities as they have. But there will be no saving to 
the Federal Treasury. The Secretary will simply use the 
$10,000,000 elsewhere, and the very States that may need 
new markets most may be the ones who cannot put up the 
quarter of a million dollars. 

I feel this section should also be amended to permit coop
eration wherever the States have or can furnish suitable 
facilities without requiring new and possibly duplicate facili
ties to the ·extent of $250,000 each, and I call the matter to 
the attention of the committee. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DREW]. 
Mr. DREW of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, coming from 

a district that has not a farm within its borders; but having 
had some experience on a Vermont farm and knowing what 
it means to raise crops and sell them at less than cost or at 
cost, may I express myself as being in a position to vote for 
the bill as reported by the committee. 

I know what it means to get up at sunrise and work until 
dark, day after day, in hot weather and cold, in dry weather 
and wet. After tilling the soil, planting and harvesting the 
crop, working every hour that I could see the ground under 
my feet, I know what it means to feel thankful that I broke 
even and did not lose money on my work. 

I am therefore in sympathy with the problems of the 
farmer, and I stake my career in Congress on the fact that 
the thoughtful people in my district are also sympathetic to 
those problems. 

But sympathy is not enough. I think we have all learned 
the fallacy of saying to our farmers, "I am ·very sorry that 

you have no money, but hold on tight, for prosperity is just 
around the corner." 

Sin-ce March 1933 we have been giving the American 
farmer more than sympathy. We have boosted the farmer's 
net annual income by 3 Y2 billion dollars; we have saved 
thousands of farms from foreclosure, and we have started 
to recover our foreign market for the products of agriculture. 

That is more than sympathy, but it is not enough. The 
farmer is not yet prosperous, and I think the residents of my 
city district realize that they cannot be prosperous, or 
maintain prosperity, until the farm population-regardless 
of how many hundreds of miles away it may be, is likewise 
sharing in the horn of plenty. 

The prosperity of the 283,000 people I represent is directly 
affected by what happens to the cotton grower in the South; 
by what happens to those who raise corn and hogs in the 
Middle West, and who sow our great plains with wheat. 

When the stream of business dries up on the farms and 
plains and hills of this country, the flow of business in our 
cities diminishes to a trickle. When our farmers work their 
years away without making any more money than it costs 
them to produce their crops, they have no money for shoes, 
or clothes, or furniture, or any of the hundreds of industrial 
goods manufactured in my district. But when the farmers 
have money, they buy city products, which gives more work 
to city workers, who buy more and better food. This is an 
agricultural country, and as such, there would be no cities if 
there were no farms. 

In my profession, as a specialist in children's diseases, 
I have had impressed on me the need of our American 
families and our children for better food. Too many, far 
too many, of the children who will form the foundation of 
our country in 1950 are getting an insufficient quantity and 
quality of food. It is a serious problem, I assure you, and 
it is a problem that will not work itself out. We must do 
something about it. 

If every family in America were able to obtain a class A 
diet, we would have to put millions of additional acres to use. 

Yet when we fail to provide against droughts and dust 
storms and overproductivity-all of which bring farm prices 
down-and when we are using our acres recklessly for crops 
that do not pay, we are impoverishing the soil and the men 
who labor on it. And we are failing to protect the con
sumers in our cities-the children who, for the benefit of 
our country, need the good health given them by proper 
food. 

We must keep in mind the consumers of the Nation. We 
must control the productivity of our land so that the times 
of plenty and scarcity are leveled off, giving a better bal
ance. We must provide an all-weather plan. And we must 
cut down the tremendous spread of food prices between 
farmer and city, which gives the farmer a pittance for his 
work, yet creates prices which the city dweller cannot afford. 

We must do these things. And I believe that this Nation 
is now sufficiently mature to be able to work out and put 
into practice a farm program based on sound economy, 
which will do unto the farmer what the city dweller would 
like the farmer to do unto him. 

We of the cities have the problems of the underprivileged 
to solve as you have in the case of the farmers. Therefore 
your interest in wage and hour legislation is as vital to us 
as our interest in farm legislation is vital to you. 

I therefore feel confident that I am expressing the wish 
of my urban constituents when I give my full support to the 
farm bill under discussion. 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ZIMMERMAN J. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I regret I will not 
have the opportunity in my limited time, to discuss many 
features of this bill which I would like to call to your 
attention; however, I take this opportunity of expressing 
my appreciation for the splendid work of the committee 
in bringing out a bill which I think will, with amendments 
which should be offered and adopted, give us a wcrkable 
program for the various agricultural commodities considered 
and provided for. 
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Ccming from one of the richest agricultural sections of 
the United States, I am naturally interested in a farm 
program. The question of farm surpluses has always been 
and will always continue to be the problem and concern 
of the American farmer. Out of a long and oftentimes 
bitter experience we all now believe in the control of farm 
surpluses. Some want voluntary control of surpluses, while 
others want involuntary control, but we all believe in con
trol, because we know that unless the surplus of farm 
commodities is held under control the farmer does not 
receive an adequate price for what he sells and, conse
quently, comes to financial grief. I think the pending bill 
will accomplish that result, with certain amendments which 
I hope will be offered and accepted by this committee. 

Because of the limited portion of our State which ts 
planted in cotton, Missouri is not always thought of as an 
important cotton State and has not, for that reason, been 
given the consideration in our cotton program she was justly 
entitled to. Practically all of the cotton grown in Missouri 
is grown in the Tenth Congressional District, which I have 
the honor to represent, and eight counties in that district 
produce cotton as their major farm commodity. And you 
may be surprised to know that Missouri produces the highest 
yield of cotton per acre of any State in the Union outside 
of the irrigated sections. Therefore, you will very readily 
see that the cotton program in our section is a matter of 
great importance to me and to my people. If we are per
mitted to raise cotton on our fertile, alluvial farms, and 
receive a fair price for the product, we will be a prosperous 
and contented people. If otherwise, not. 

May I call your attention to a further fact. Under the 
Cotton Allotment Act, whereby the several States receive 
the allotment of cotton they may produce, the State of 
Missouri, because of the fact that she has not been engaged 
in the cotton business as extensively as other States, and 
because of the further fact that her necessities were not 
known or considered by our administrators, was given an 
inadequate allotment for her needs and was unjustly dis
criminated against in the amount of cotton she could pro
duce and sell. It was only because of the Johnson amend
ment, sponsored by Senator BENNETT CHAMP CLARK, that we 
received any cotton allotment at all, and under the amend
ment only 200,000 bales were allotted to the entire State of 
Missouri. Consequently, under the existing, as well as past 
program we have not been permitted to plant or grow the 
amount of cotton we were entitled to grow and sell. All 
that the cotton producers of Missouri ask or demand is a.n 
equal opportunity with other States to produce cotton. 

Within these eight counties of my district several thousand 
acres of rich, alluvial land have been cleared and placed in 
production in recent years. 

Originally, these new farm lands were great hardwood
timber tracts which were drained at great expense to the 
owners before we ever had a farm program. After the 
timber was cut from these lands they were placed upon the 
market for agricultural purposes, and our section has wit
nessed a great development in farm acreage and increased 
cotton production. In recent years cotton planters from the 
States of Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Tennessee, and 
the surrounding States have come to the rich alluvial land 
in southeast Missouri and have bought farms. They have 
cleared the land, built houses, and established homes. They 
are cotton growers and cotton producers, and have greatly 
increased our cotton acreage over what it was when the 
cotton program started. It is for this group that I am 
speaking today. 

This bill provides that cotton shall be allotted to a State, 
taking into consideration the cotton produced over a 5-year 
average. Unfortunately for us, we had a limited cotton
producing section to start with. Add to this limited area 
the many thousands of acres that have been put into culti
vation in the last 2 or 3 years and you can readily see what 
will happen to our cotton farmers, new and old, if the 5-year 
average is adhered to. 

If the provisions of this bill as to State allotment are 
followed Missouri will not receive an adequate acreage allot-

ment and a great discrimination and injustice will be worked 
against the cotton farmers of my district in fertile south
east Missouri. I sincerely hope that a sense of fair play and 
justice on the part of this committee will prompt the adop
tion of a necessary amendment to avert this threatened 
wrong and injustice. 

The only provision for new land in this bill is found 
in (c) (1) of section 2 on page 5 of the bill, line 6, "trends 
in acreage during the applicable period." That is the only 
factor which may be taken into consideration to give the 
cotton farmers of Missouri an adequate State allotment. 
Without this State allotment the counties will not receive 
an adequate allotment, nor will our farms receive an ade
quate allotment. So, Mr. Chairman, some provision must 
be made for States like Missouri and other States similarly 
situated. 

I am going to offer an amendment to provide for a defini
tion of the words ·~trends in acreage," because that is the 
only factor that may be taken into consideration. Trends 
should not only include an increase or decrease in acreage 
but should also include adaptability of soil for the produc
tion of cotton. If the amendment is agreed to then I feel 
that the Secretary of Agriculture can do justice to Missouri 
and other States similarly situated. [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY.· Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey [Mrs. NoRTON] such time as she may 
desire. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I represent a city district 
in which there are located no farmers. The nearest I have 
ever been to a farm is to pass one along the road in an 
automobile. Thert>fore, any opinion I may have regarding 
the farm bill would amount to very little. However, I do 
understand the principles involved in the bill and I do know 
that unless the farmers are prosperous there can be no 
lasting prosperity in this country. The prosperity of the 
wage earner depends to a great extent upon the condition 
of the farmers. Each of these questions is concerned one 
with the other. I want to see the farmers prosper, just as 
I want to see the industrialists in my district prosperous. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say to the Committee I have the 
greatest respect for the chairman and the Committee on 
Agriculture. I believe they have reported as good a bill as 
is possible under all the circumstances involved. I intend 
to vote for the bill as is. [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBBS]. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, at this hour of the day I 
hardly expect the courtesy of the attention of Members who 
are worn out with debate, but to those who will be so kind 
as to lend me their ears, I promise no lengthy beating of 
the drums. 

Please permit me to say that I love the expression by the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey of her interest in the farmers 
and their prosperity. I do sincerely hope that sentiment will 
find cordial echo in the heart of everyone who represents 
the farmers of Manhattan, Chicago, and such farmers every
where, for the farmers need, as never before, the active 
friendship of the urbanite. 

The temptation to take time enough out of my meager 
allotment to tell you a true story is too strong to resist. It 
pictures the plight of thousands of farmers. A Negro 
farmer in Alabama came to his advancing merchant at the 
end of the year and they had a settlement. The net cash 
which was due the Negro for the year's work was $1.57, 
which represented the combined earnings of himself, his 
wife, and five children. He stood there with the money in 
l.his hand looking down at it. Finally the merchant said, 
"Charley, what's the matter? Is there anything about your 
account that you do not understand?" The Negro answered, 
"No, suh; I understand it, boss. Every figure on that book is 
just right. I remembers it all. You ain't charged me as 
much interest as you could, and I thanks you. No, suh; I 
ain't worrying 'bout my 'count; I'se jes thinking." The mer
chant inqUired, "What are you thinking about, Charley?" 
The answer came, "I was jes thinking that the next time I 
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says, 'Git up' to a mule, he's gwine to have to be a-setting in 
my lap." [Laughter and applause.] 

When you talk about prosperous farming, "there just 
ain't no such animule." There never will be until we demon
strate the intestinal investiture to write a real crop-control 
bill. There is not a man in this House who knows cotton 
soundly who does not know that the Department of Agri- . 
culture and 1ts Bureau of Economics are right when they 
state that the price of cotton is largely fixed by just one 
thing, the annual carry-over. 

The distinguished senior Senator of Alabama quoted this 
rule and the figures on carry-over in his speech in the 
Senate Monday, and I reiterate them here today and point 
to the fact that last year on August 1 we had a 6,000,000-
bale carry-over and this year we have an 11,000,000-bale 
carry-over. Five million bales increase in carry-over meant 
exactly, almost, a 5-cent lower price. You will find the 
rule holds good every year and any year. Each million bales 
difference in carry-over means 1 cent per pound difference 
in the price of cotton. The larger the carry-over, the less 
the price-and vice versa. 

How can we hope this bill will bring prosperity to the 
cotton farmer when we permit under it a total supply of 
21,000,000 bales? There just is not any water in this well! 
When you permit the prodigious carry-over which that 
means (variously estimated at 11 to 16 million bales), you 
cannot expect to increase the price of cotton--on the con
trary, you know that the present tragically low price will 
be thereby hammered down still lower! 

Would that I had the time to tell you the moving story 
of what this means to the cotton farmer. Last year in 
Alabama he got, on the average, $200 for all of the lint 
cotton he produced. In most cases this was the major part 
of the family income. 

Would that I had time to expound my theory as to the 
solution of the farm problem. 

I should love the chance to discuss the question of the 
constitutionality, vel non, of the pending bills. 

But none of these desires of mine may be gratified-! have 
already used my allotted time. 

At the proper time I shall offer amendments which I 
hope may have the approval of our great Committee on 
Agriculture, and of this body. They are drawn for three 
simple but vital purposes: 

First. To make this act apply to the 1938 cotton crop. 
Second. To reduce the permitted total supply of cotton. 
Third. To impose a real penalty for noncompliance. 
The devoted and distinguished chairman and members 

of the committee which reported this bill have worked 
assiduouslY. 

They have labored long and well. They deserve, and I 
believe have, the thanks and gratitude of the entire House. 
[Applause.] 

But many of us think that their bill may be bettered, and 
amendments designed to accomplish that end will be of
fered-among the good ones, mine. I beseech you, there
fore, by the bitter need of the men and women who feed and 
clothe the world, by the long-delayed justice which should 
be theirs; yea, by your own enlightened selfishness, that you 
join with us who will support those amendments which are 
meritorious. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 

gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GRAYl. 
Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, prices are fixed 

under the law of supply and demand, both operating upon 
the supply of money and upon the supply of farm and other 
products. The supply of money maintained in circulation 
operates to maintain the general price level, continuing, un
changing from year to year. And the supply of farm crops, 
stock, and other products operates to modify the money-con
trolled price level by raising the prices or lowering the prices 
accordingly as chance production is increased, or as seasons 
and man change production. 

THE LAW OF SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

Then after the control exerted by the supply of money 
operating under the law of supply and demand to restore 
and maintain higher, parity prices, the same law of supply 
and demand comes in to operate upon crop production, and 
to raise or lower farm prices under the uncertainties and 
contingencies of nature. 

If money is maintained in circulation in full supply, and 
while maintaining a general, higher, commodity price level, 
nature may bring a larger or increased crop, the e1Iect of 
which would be to lower prices, but the farmer would not 
suffer loss of income because he will gain in the sale of the 
increased crop what he loses in the sale at lower prices. 

If the money is left in full supply unchanged and while 
maintaining a higher and parity price level, nature may 
decree a decreased or smaller crop. But the farmers will not 
suffer loss of income because what they lose in the sale of a 
decreased crop they will gain and make up in income in the 
increased price of the product. 

MONEY TO MAlNTAIN A GENERAL mGHER PRICE LEVEL 

The farmers would all the time be selling upon the general, 
higher, parity price level, restored, fixed and held by the 
power of money and if increased production lowered the 
price it would be onlY to modify or reduce the price from 
such higher price level fixed by money, and not lowered from 
a lower commodity price level. 

And while the farmers under nature are left to take a 
larger or smaller crop, under the regulation and control of 
money, they can always be certain and assured of a higher, 
continuing parity price level which may only be modified by 
crop reduction but never reduced to the level of lower prices. 

Under the control and regulation of money farm prices 
may be higher under an increased production, or lower under 
a small or reduced production, accordingly as the volume and 
supply of money is regulated, held and controlled, and oper
ating under the law of supply and demand upon the supply 
of money as well as the supply of farm crops. 

THE LAW CONTROLLING PRICES 

The law controlling prices and values, under the supply 
and demand of money is stated by John Stuart Mill, still 
recognized as the highest authority in the monetary and 
economic world today, briefly and concisely in the following 
words: 

That an increase in the quantity of money raises prices, and a 
diminution lowers them, is the most elementary proposition in the · 
history of currency. 

If the whole money in circulation was doubled, prices would be 
doubled. If it was only increased one-fourth, prices would rise 
only one-fourth. 

And it would follow conversely or the opposite, that a de
crease in the quantity of money lowers prices and an increase 
of money raises prices, is alike the most elementary proposi
tion in the history of currency and money operations. 

mGHER PRICES ON INCREASED CROPS 

In 1920 the cotton crop was 13,400,000 bales. In 1932 the 
cotton crop was 13,200,000 bales, or 200,000 more bales in 
1920 than there was produced in 1932. Yet, the price of cot
ton in 1920 was 13.09 cents and in 1932, with a less produc
tion was 6.05 cents. 

There was a larger crop of cotton in 1920 than there was 
in the year 1932 by more than 200,000 bales, but with greater 
production in 1920 prices were double what they were in 
1932, with a smaller or reduced crop. 

The reason is plain and open, under the law of supply 
and demand operating from the supply of money. There was 
double the amount of money in circulation in 1920 than in 
1932, and under the law of money the price of cotton was 
double in 1920 over 1932. 

From reports by the Agricultural Department there is now 
a want and scarcity in the supply of hogs, cattle, and farm 
food stock. Yet, with such want or lower supply, the witli
drawal and scarcity of money for use which has brought a 
fall of other prices has brought a like fall of all farm stock 
prices. 
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WE MUST CHOOSE BETWEEN MONEY AND CROP REDUCTION 

Standing before and facing the great economic, immutable 
law, the unchanging law of supply and demand, we are called 
to choose in the alternate, whether to restore and maintain 
commodity prices by controlling and regulating the money 
supply by using non-interest-bearing money, or whether by 
following the reverse operations of this law of supply and 
demand in its application, by reducing the amount of crop 
production under a limitation or crop-reduction plan and 
creating a scarcity of the farm food supply under which to 
compel a rise to higher prices. 

Before we go forward in our course, let us weigh and 
consider the comparative benefits or advantages of these two 
price-control plans, both equally open and available to us, 
whether by the control and regulation of money, or by de
creasing and limiting the crop supply. 

COMPARING THE RELATIVE DIFFERENCE 

One difference between the economic law of supply and 
demand operating upon the volume and supply of money to 
fix, control, and maintain prices and commodity values and 
operating to the control of crop production, is that money 
is an invention and created by man, and that the volume and 
supply of money fixing prices can at all times be controlled 
and regulated by man. 

THE CERTAIN POWER OF MONEY TO CONTROL PRICES 

Under the law of supply and demand, operating through 
money controlled by man, men have it in their certain and 
absolute power to restore and maintain commodity prices 
and values to any certain higher or lower level accordingly 
as they may will and determine will serve their best interests 
and welfare. 

By using the power of money in his complete control, man 
has it in his certain and positive power to raise prices, lower 
prices, and maintain prices and at all times to fix and hold 
prices and values at any stage or level he may believe will 
serve best the interests and welfare of the people and pros
perity of the country. 

By controlling and regulating the supply of money, prices 
can be maintained to a practical certainty and continued 
upon any certain, determined level the same as the level of 
water in a pond can be maintained at a certain level by 
turning more water. in when it is too low and turning otf 
water when the level is too high. 

By controlling and regulating the money supply, prices 
and commodity values can be stabilized not only under 
normal production, but under low production and increased 
production, and higher prices under reduced production can 
be overcome and held down or up and a high normal price 
level always evenly maintained. 

And no matter whether crop reduction is attempted to 
control prices and farm food values, the great equalizer of 
the supply of money can be employed and brought to bear 
to maintain an even general price level where production 
falls and prices are too high and where production increases 
and prices are too low. 

MAN CANNOT CONTROL CROP PRODUCTION 

But there can be no such control over production of the 
farm food supply to raise, lower, and maintain prices by 
man or any human agency. Farmers may plant a larger 
acreage and reap a smaller crop, or they may sow a smaller 
acreage and gather a much larger crop. 

Farmers cannot fix crop production at any time in ad
vance of the crop season with certainty of what the harvest 
will be. They cannot foretell the yield at any stage of the 
growing crop season, but must wait until the grain has been 
reaped and is held in their granary and bin. 

THE UNCERTAINTIES OF NATURE 

Farmers must produce under all the uncertainties and all 
the uncontrollable conditions of nature; the uncertainties 
of heat and frost; the uncertainties of hail, wind, and rain; 
the uncertainties of drought and :Hoods; the uncertainties of 
bugs, beetles, and blights; and the thousand varying, chang
ing conditions. 

· And as if all the uncertainties of nature were not enough 
for the farmer to endure, after his gr31in has been harvested 
and is in the crib, he must still run the gantlet of equal 
or greater uncertainty of the grain gamblers and manip
ulators, of low prices when he is ready to sell on the market, 
and only to be raised after his crop is sold. 

It is seen from all human experience that controlling crop 
production is too uncertain and unreliable to fix and main
tain steady and stable prices and cannot be made the basic 
principle of any scientific, dependable price-control system. 

MANUFACTURERS CAN CONTROL THEIR PRICFS 

Manufacturers and other industrial producers in gross 
disregard of the interest and welfare of farmers and other 
consuming classes have long secretly combined in restraint 
of honest trade and have stopped production to hold up 
prices. 

This has compelled the farmers to pay more for many farm 
machines and equipment and left farmers to struggle along 
with worn-out and out-of-date machinery and to produce 
with great. difficulty and loss. 

But farmers have no such power or position to control the 
production of their crops and as manufacturers of the articles 
they produce. Manufacturers can control to an exact cer
tainty, and they have the power to hold their prices on a 
high level while leaving farm prices on a low level. 

Manufacturers and manipulating financiers, while holding 
both the power over money and thereby to keep farm prices 
low, and by agreements entered into to hold their prices high, 
have misled farmers struggling in the darkness to attempt 
control of their prices under uncertain nature, and all the 
uncertainties of the elements and seasons. 

ANTITRUST LAWS MUST BE ENFORCED 

What the farmers need to claim and do is to demand 
the control of prices by the regulation of money which is in 
the certain control of men and then insist upon the enforce
ment of the antitrust laws making gentlemen's agreements 
unlawful and punishable by fine and penalty. 

Farmers need stable and unchanging prices, reliable, de
pendable from year to year, on 31 higher, continuing parity 
price level-prices upon which to sell as high as the prices 
upon which they contracted debts and mortgages, and as high 
as the price level of their products upon which taxes were 
levied and assessed to pay. 

They may have stable and unchanging prices under either 
the control of prices by money or the control of prices by 
crop reduction. But under the control by money they can 
have stable and unchanging prices on a higher price level 
for a larger crop, but under the crop-reduction plan only a 
higher price level on a reduced crop. 

THE POWER OF MONEY CAN RAISE PRESENT CROP PRICES 

Another very vital and important difference in the admin
istration of these two crop-control measures is that the crop
reduction plan cannot operate to restore present crop prices 
and cannot be put in operation to raise prices and restore 
farm income until the expiration of another year. 

Before a farm crop-reduction measure can function farm
ers will have suffered a great loss on the sale of their pres
ent crops and stocks at the present low and falling prices. 
This damage will be irreparable to them and it will require 
years to make back what they have lost in present prices. 

And even when prices are raised by reducing the farm 
crop supply they will have lost much or a greater part of 
what they will gain in price in the smaller crop produced to 
sell and will not have more income from their farms. 

But by raising prices and farm values, by controlling and 
regulating the money supply, and increasing their earnings 
and income from the farm the remedy can be put in opera
tion tomorrow and ·not only the 1938 but the 1937 unsold 
crop can be raised and restored and the farmers saved with
out further loss: 

Under the currency provisions of the act of May 12, 1933, 
the President is , authorized and empowered to issue non
interest-bearing currency notes in the immediate amount of 
$3,000,000,000. The money could be ordered to go out today 
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and begin doing its work tomcrrow-PSychologically, on the 
declaration that the policy would be entered upon. 

IDGHER PRICFS WITHOUT SCARCITY 

Another difference in restoring prices and values under the 
power of increasing and stabilizing money, and by reducing 
crops and the supply, is, that by using the power of money 
prices and money, values are restored while maintaining 
plenty and abundance of the vital food products required to 
live; whereas, if prices and values are restored by reducing 
production and the supply, the operation may create a want 
and scarcity, and people are compelled <to pay more for less 
who must buy their farm food supplies with no greater in
come to the farmers. 

Another difference in the control of prices and through 
the control of the money supply and the plan of farm crop 
reduction is that the first is the basis of a permanent policy, 
while the second, the farm crop-production plan can only be 
resorted to as a teml>Ol'al'Y expedient and looking to an
other and permanent plan to come after. This difference 
is not refuted or denied and was both admitted and claimed 
by Secretary Wallace in his address at the Angola, Ind., 
county fair held Angust 10, 1934* where he said: 

The farm-reduction plan cannot go on forever. Of course, that 
would be disastrous. 

But under the policy of fixing and maintaining prices by 
controlling and regulating money the same is made perma
nent and enduring to maintain an ever-even price level, 
increasing to make it cover short crops and decreasing to 
yield to full crops and all the time maintaining the farm
ers' earnings and income. 

FARMERS COULD BE LEFT IN GREATER FREEDOM 

Another difference in the means to restore prices is that 
by a resort to currency regulation men are left to produce 
in freedom without strait-jacket restriction, whereas by 
crop reduction farmers are compelled to take orders and 
directions which by the nature of their lives they dislike, 
and compelling a change in their crop-rotation plans. 

Under our form of government there should be one class 
of men left to live in freedom and independence as far as 
possible as free moral agents, as the architects of their own 
fortune. and this should be the farming classes, left to live 
in their isolation with nature. 

And there is still another difference in restoring and 
maintaining farm prices by controlling and regulating the 
money supply and by reducing the supply of farm products, 
which is even more vital and important than other advan
tages of the money way over a reduction of the crop suppJ.y 
creating want and scarcity of farm foods. 

WE MUST LEGISLATE FOR ALL THE PEOPLE 

We cannot legislate wholly for one consuming or pro
ducing class. We cannot pass laws wholly for town and 
city dwellers in indifference and disregard for the farming 
classes, nor wholly for the farmers as a class in disregard for 
the town and city dwellers, and if we could so legislate the 
law would react to bring loss to the other. 

Farmers are the greater food-producing classes, and the 
town and city dwellers are their consumers; and any policy 
which would reduce the power of the city dwellers to con
sume alike reduces their power to take farm foods and 
would react to injure the farmers. We must, if we can, 
pass laws to benefit all without injuring or bringing loss to 
the other. 

Farmers are concerned with P.rices in their relation with 
others as consumers. Under the control of the money supply 
restoring and maintaining high parity prices, the law oper
ates to raise all prices, all values, and all wages alike, so, if 
city dwellers are compelled to pay more they will have more 
wages and income to pay with. 

Raising prices by crop reduction alone not only fails to 
give the farmer more money coming to him from his farm 
operations over lower prices for a full crop, but reduces con
sumption of farm food products and imposes a hardship 
upon the laboring masses by leaving them without power of 
full consumption. 

BAISING ALL PRICES AND WAGES ON A LEVEL 

Raising and maintaining prices by controlling and regulat
ing the money supply is objected to as raising all prices and 
all wages on an equal level, as if such equal level of prices 
and wages would work an injustice or disadvantage to the 
people in their business relations. 

But history and experience disproves this, and shows the 
very opposite to be true and that under such even prices and 
wages those who are compelled to pay more have more in
come and wages to pay with, and both consumers and Pl'O
ducers are alike content with the prices with which they sell 
and bui. 

We have only to go back to 1920 where we find all prices, 
values, and wages were alike on an even high level. Farmers 
were making good money and satisfied, merchants were mak
ing good profits and satisfied, laboring men were making 
good wages and satisfied, and all classes were prosperous and 
satisfied. 

There is only one group or class of men who are not sat
isfied by equal and higher prices, and they are the certain 
class of men holding money and securities payable in money, 
and those holding notes, mortgages, and debts which are not 
lifted along with higher prices to a level with prices and 
wages. But this small class or group of men have no grounds 
for complaint or objection because their bonds and securities, 
their notes, mortgages, and debts were contracted under 
higher prices and wages and a rise to higher from lower 
prices only takes from them what they took from others by 
the change from higher to lower prices. 

THE DIFFERENCE IN COST OF BESTORING PRICES 

Another material difference in the method of restoring and 
maintaining prices is that by the use and regulation of 
money there is none or very little cost to the Government, 
and no increased taxes levied for the administration. 

The crop-reduction plan of raising prices as estimated will 
call for 100,000 men in the field; will require 30,000 auto
mobiles with oil, gas, and repairs to carry the men to the 
farms and over the land; a million dollars to pay wages, sal
aries, and cost of administration; and a further 500 million 
to pay for the land held from use and cultivation. 

Crop reduction alone is a plan and etfort to overcome or 
suppress the laws of nature. It is at best a temporary 
remedy, and cannot be adopted as a permanent, continuing 
policy without fatal and ruinous results to the best interests 
and welfare of the people. 

NATURE AND THE ECONOMIC LAW 

Men can no more suspend the operations of an economic 
law and invade and interfere with the order of nature 
and prosper permanently in business and industry than men 
can suppress the laws of nature and maintain permanently 
the health and strength of the body. 

The economic law of supply and demand to fix and main
tain prices and money values by controlling and regulating 
the money supply is as immutable, fixed, and certain as the 
laws of nature requiring obedience to maintain the health 
and strength of the body. 

To illustrate the effect of farm food crop reduction, with
out or before the control of regulation of money, let it be 
understood that after every contraction of the currency 
forcing down the general commodity price level, production 
must be forced down still lower. The supply must again and 
again be reduced to restore and maintain farm prices. 

And if a like reduction policy were applied and carried out 
to regulate and maintain prices in other lines of production, 
it would be hard to contemplate or foretell the economic dis
aster to follow, and the want, suffering, and destitution which 
would be brought to the human race. 

Crop reduction may or may not become necessary as one 
measure to control and fix prices as well as the regulation of 
farm production to insure a proper diversity or proportion 
in supply. But the remedy of such crop reduction should not 
be entered upon to fix prices until we first resort to the con
trol of money. 

It is only by the control and regulation of money that the 
general commodity price level can be restored:, fixed, or de-
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termined and until the general price level is so determined 
there can be no basis upon which to fix farm prices or any 
prices, either upon a higher or lower level 

CROP REDUCTION SHOULD COME AFTER CONTROL BY MONEY 

And we should not resort to farm crop reduction until 
money and all other remedies to raise prices have been put 
in force and operation, and until the power of the farm food 
consumers to buy, take, and consume what the farmers pro
duce has been raised and alike restored to them. 

The reduction of farm food crops before such money price 
raising operations and before or coincident with the reduction 
of the power of farm food consumers to buy and take farm 
foods is an uncertain step in the darkness which may menace 
or jeopardize human welfare as well as reduce the consump
tion of farm foods. 
, The reason that the money supply is not and has not been 

controlled to maintain an even and unchanging price level is 
not because the power of money has failed or cannot be 
exerted by men, but because the power over money has been 
left in the hands of men who profit and take advantage by 
secret changes, in raising and 1owering prices. 

Instead of this greater power of money, by maintaining an 
even supply in circulation to keep and hold prices and prop
erty values on a continuing, even, and unchanging level being 
exercised by Congress under the Constitution, price regula
tion has been left in the hands of money manipulators to 
bring changes in prices for profit and gain. 

The problem under this farm bill is a problem of farm 
prices, a problem of how to restore and regulate the price 
of farm products and finally and ultimately a problem of 
farm earnings and income, a problem of farm buying and 
consuming power and farm interest, debt, and taxpaying 
power. 
· The problem of farm prices and income involves more than 

farm crop control, more than crops, seasons, and quotas, 
more than controlling and regulating production. It in
volves a greater fundamental of prices, the control and regu
lation of money as well as farm crop production. 

Prices are the money measure ·of farm values, of farm 
crops and products with which to buy and pay, the power of 
farm products and crops in money to buy and pay for farm 
supplies and equipment, to pay ·interest, debts, and taxes as 
prices fix and measure farm income, all payable in money 
and not in crops. 

PAlUTY FARM PRICES 

But farm prosperity calls for more than a higher general 
price level. Farmers must have a parity price level; that is, 
the same price with what they have to sell as the prices 
which they are compelled to pay to relieve them from the 
exhausting drain of selling low and buying high. 

And farmers need still more than parity prices, equal 
prices under which to sell and buy, far more and as equally 
vital and important as the parity of prices to sell, of parity 
prices with interest, debts, and taxes which they must meet 
and have to pay. 

The greater part of farm mortgages and debts today are 
in some form renewal farm debts and mortgages, which 
were made or contracted -in the past under higher farm 
prices and values, and taxes have been levied and assessed 
under greater and high farm values. 

Without such higher parity prices with farm debts, inter
est, and taxes, the farmers have been drained and exhausted 
by being compelled to sell and give up more, double and 
triple of their crops to pay the same debts and taxes. 

To maintain such parity prices under crop regulation and 
control would compel a reduction to scarcity, and would 
bring a reaction without gain to the farm program. But 
parity of farm prices, with debts, taxes, and fixed charges 
can be maintained under the control of money while leav
ing farm foods in abundance or plenty. 

Prices are the money value of commodities, the value of 
commodities and products for the payment of debts and 
taxes and measure the amount of products and commodities 
required to pay debts and taxes, with higher ·prices calling 
for less production and lower prices cal.ling for a greater 
amount. 

DEBTS AND TAXES THE GREAT FARM BURDEN 

Debts, interest, taxes, and fixed charges are the great 
burdens exhausting farmers, but which we cannot help 
them pay by raising prices by crop reduction because while 
reducing the supply may give them a higher price for a 
smaller crop but no more money to pay debts. 

Debts, interest, taxes, and fixed charges are stationary 
and do not rise or fall with the general commodity price 
level. By restoring prices by regulating money we increase 
the money ·income from the farm and make the farmers' 
products measured in money pay more of his debts, taxes, 
and fixed charges. 

What the farmer needs to prosper is not only a good or 
higher price when he bas a reduced crop, or suffers a crop 
failure, but a good and higher price when be has a full crop 
to enable him to bridge over lean years, when he has little 
or no crop to sell. 

WHAT THE FARMERS NEED TODAY 

What -the farmers need today is a greater amount of 
money proceeds from the sales of their crops and stock to 
meet the payment of their debts, interest; and taxes which 
all must ·be paid in money and not in crops, and large or 
high enough to leave, after payment, a surplus over with 
which to live. 

But neither higher prices alone nor increased crops alone 
will give the farmers more money from their farms. Under 
a higher price for a reduced crop what the farmers gain in 
price they may lose in the amount of crops to sell, and they 
will receive no more money from their farms. 

Under a larger and increased crop at a lower or reduced 
price what the farmers gain from their increased crop they 
may lose in the lower price, and they will receive no more 
money from their farms. 

What the farmers need today is not a higher or good price 
from a smaller or reduced crop, nor a larger, full, and normal 
crop at a lower and reduced price, but a higher and increased 
price for a full, normal crop. 

The farm crop reduction plan will give higher prices for a 
reduced crop over lower prices for a larger crop, but it will 
not give the farmers more money proceeds from their farms, 
with which to meet debts and taxes and leave them a sur
plus with which to live. 

Only by increasing the money supply, increasing the num
ber of dollars in use will the farmers be given an increased 
price when they have a full or normal crop to sell, and more 
money proceeds from their farms and enable them to meet 
debts and taxes and leave a surplus with which to live. 

Under the power to maintain prices by the control and 
regulation of money, the farmers can always be assured of a 
continuing high price level only increased or lowered by crop 
production, but always of higher general prices and always 
more money from their farms. 

THE HIGHER LAW OF NATURE 

Under the higher law of nature without the criminal in
terference of man, population would keep pace with the food 
supply, and without monopoly and restraint of trade corner
ing and holding farm and other products for tribute and 
to exact extortionate prices, all prices would be on an equal 
or parity level. 

With the suppression of monopoly, interfering with free 
competition, and the law of supply and demand, and leaving 
all prices on an even level under the control and regulation of 
money to raise all prices to an even level, with debts, taxes, 
and fixed charges, the people would be left to live in plenty 
and abundance. 

THE TWO MOST PRESSING REFORMS 

The two most vital and necessary reforms today, and the 
most pressing and imperative to be brought about is the sup
pression of monopoly in restraint of trade to leave all prices 
to stand on an even level, and under free competition and 
supply and demand so that the people can both sell and buy 
on the same price level, and all under an even consuming 
power. 

And the other is the public control of money to restore farm 
prices and money values back to the higher stage and level 
upon which farm debts were contracted and upon which 

0 
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' taxes were levied to enable farm debts to be paid and taxes 
met, with a surplus left with which to live. 

I am supporting this legislation to restore and stabilize farm 
prices by crop reduction, not because it is the best way, nor the 
first step to be taken to provide adequate farm relief, but 
because it is one way and the only way to be brought before 
the House. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. MoTTJ. 

Mr. MO'IT. Mr. Cba.i.rman, careful examination of the 
pending bill, H. R. 8505, and of the circumstances surround
ing its present consideration by the Congress will disclose 
two interesting and, I think, pertinent facts. 

The first is that, stripped of its window dressing, the bill 
1s solely and exclusively a compulsory crop-control bill; that 
is to say, its only object and its only real purpose is to put 
into effect a permanent program for the control and regula
tion by the Federal Government of the production in the 
United States of the so-called basic farm commodities-that 
control to be enforced through a system of penalties and dep
rivations having precisely the same force and effect and 
imp~ed for precisely the same reasons as the penalties ordi
narily provided in a criminal statute for the violation of a 
criminal law. 

In view of the Supreme Court's invalidation of the control 
provisions of the A. A. A., and of the unambiguous language 
in which it denounced the much milder coercive features of 
that act, the consideration so soon afterward of a bill in 
Congress going far beyond the prohibited scope of the Triple 
A, is in itself a unique situation and one well calculated to 
arrest the thoughtful attention of those here who are now 
charged with the responsibility of enacting or rejecting this 
proposal. . 

The second strikingly interesting and remarkable fact 
about this bill is that those who know most about it, those 
who will be the most directly affected by it, and those for 
whose benefit it is claimed the bill has been brought in here, 
namely the farmers themselves, do not want it. If there 
were merely some opposition to it on the part of individual 
farmers, its presence here would not be unusual. If merely 
some groups of farmers did _not favor it there would be 
nothing remarkable about that. But here is a bill which 
has been reported to us by the Agriculture Committee of 
the House with full and complete notice and knowledge that 
every farm group in the United States is opposed to the bill. 

There have already been read into the record of this 
debate the statements of the National Grange, the Farmers' 
Union, and even the Farm Bureau Federation upon this 
point, and I shall not, therefore, take time to repeat those 
statements in connection with my own remarks upon the 
bill. In addition to the official views of all these national 
farm organizations, I dare say there are few gentlemen here 
who have not received protests from local units of these 
organizations in his own district, as well as individual pro
tests against the measure from those whom he directly rep
resents in this the law-making body of the United States. 

That, at least, has been my own experience and the ex
perience of Members with whom I have talked; Members 
whose constituents take an active interest in what the Con
gress does, or proposes to do, in the way of farm legislation. 
Out of all the- expressions, official and unofficial, which have 
come to me on this subject I have yet to receive from any 
farmer a single statement in support of this bill. 

And so I say this is another unique and remarkable thing 
about the bill's presence here. When I ask, in the whole his
tory of the Congress has a piece of major legislation so far 
reaching in scope as this one been reported from a great 
committee of the House, not merely without the support of 
those most directly concerned in it, but, indeed, over the 
protest and dissent of the very people for whose benefit the 
sponsors of this measure claim it is proposed. 

Why, under such circumstances, is the bill here? Why 
has the committee reported to us a compulsory crop-control 
bill in the face of the country's known opposition to com

·. pulsory control? Why does the bill come ·to us accompanied 

· by a solid majority report recommending its passage, a re
port to which the minority Members alone dissented? And 
why, finally, does the bill as reported to us retain all of its 
compulsory features in the face of the fact that during the 
committee's consideration of it the committee itself voted 
overwhelmingly to eliminate those provisions, as was stated 
in the debate on Monday by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. ANDRESEN], a member of the committee? 

There is but one answer, of course, to these questions. A 
program for compulsory crop control by the Federal Govern
ment is here before us in the shape of this bill because the 
President has demanded it and for no other reason. He 
demanded it at the last session of the Congress. When Com
modity Credit Corporation loans were applied for by cotton 
farmers at the last session the Chief Executive, under the 
discretionary power vested in him by that act, deferred the 
granting of them until he was given satisfactory assurance 
by his majority in the House and Senate that a crop-control 
bill satisfactory to him would be forthcoming at the next 
session. 

The proper assurance was given, but he has not been con
tent to wait even until the next session. We have been 
convened here in the meantime in extraordinary session, and 
the chief reason for our convening was and is the enactment 
of the bill before us. A similar bill, originating from the 
same source, was introduced in the Senate about the same 
time this bill was sent to the House, and it was reported out 
of the Senate committee about the same time our committee 
reported this bill. Everything has been done according to 
schedule. In principle there is no difference between the 
House and Senate bills. They differ a little in the quotas to 
be imposed. The details and amounts of the penalties and 
deprivations through which they are to be enforced vary 
slightly. But that, of course, will ·a11 be ironed out in con
ference. And so in spite of the fact that there is definitely 
no demand from the country for legislation of this kind, in 
spite of the SUpreme Court's recent and d~finite adverse 
ruling on every constitutional point involved in this bill, and 
in spite of the protests of the farmers of the country, agri
cultural production in the United States, through the vehicle 
of this bill, and in strict accordance with the administra
tion's schedule, is to be controlled and regulated by compulsion. 

I have said that the sole purpose of this bill is compulsory 
crop control. And when I say that I mean that the rest of 
its provisions, such as the continuance, under certain drasti
cally modified conditions of the existing Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allottment Act and the provisions amendatory 
to the existing Commodity Credit Act, have nothing affirma
tively to do with this bill. As they are incorporated in the 
bill they purposely serve only a negative use. This bill pro
vides for no' new benefits to the farmer through the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act. The farmer al
ready is entitled to payments under that act by way of sub
sidies given as an award for his voluntary cooperation in 
carrying out certain well-recognized soil-conserving farm 
practices. 

That, I say, is what he is entitled to now under existing 
law and as a matter of right, and it is for the purpose of 
paying these benefits to the farmer under that law tl:at the 
people of this country have been taxing themselves to the 
extent of hundreds of millions of dollars and will so continue 
to tax themselves. 

Now, what has the pending bill to do with this Soil Con
servation and Domestic Allotment Act? Does it increase the 
payments to the farmer under it? Not at all. Does it 
liberalize the benefits? By no means. What, then, does it 
do? It simply continues the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act conditionally by reciting its provisions in a 
modified form, and then providing that unless the farmer to 
whom a compulsory reduction quota has been assigned stays 
within that quota be shall be deprived of all payments and 
benefits whatsoever under the Soil Conservation and Domes
tic Allotment Act. 

The provisions of H. R. 8505, amendatory to the present 
Commodity Credit Corporation Act, a.re likewise sham and 
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frivolous except for one purpose only-that of further com
pelling the farmer's obedience to the compulsory quota, once 
the Secretary of Agriculture has announced it. 

Under the existing Commodity Credit Corporation Act a 
farmer, in the discretion of the President, may now be given 
a loan on agricultural commodities. And in the discretion 
of the President many such loans have been granted. In 
the amendatory version of this act, which is incorporated in 
the pending bill, all of the original Presidential discretion is 
retained. Analyze the high-sounding language of this pro
vision of the bill, and you will discover not a mandatory 
syllable in it. The bill simply "authorizes" the Corporation 
to make available commodity loans, within certain limits, 
"upon the recommendation of the Secretary and the ap
proval of the President." 

But, within certain limits and with the approval of the 
President, a farmer may now receive these loans, and if and 
when the President approves he does receive them under 
existing law. And furthermore, and under the circumstances 
I have mentioned, the farmer may secure a loan on any 
basic commodity without submitting to a compulsory quota 
on the production of that commodity. 

What, then, is the purpose of this revised version of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation Act as incorporated in H. R. 
8508? Is there anyone here who does not know the answer 
to that question? If there is, I invite him to read the 
answer in the language of the bill itself on page 15, com
mencing at line 4. Here it is: 

Except as provided in the preceding sentence, and except in the 
case of loans made with respect to dairy products, no loans shall 
be made with respect to any commodity produced on any farm on 
which the acreage planted to the commodity is in excess of the 
applicable farm acreage allotment. 

Again, as in the case of the Soil Conservation Act, the 
only real affirmative purpose of revamping the Commodity 
Credit Corporation Act and inserting it as a part of this bill 
is to compel obedience of the farmer to the compUlsory 
farm-acreage quota by threatening. to deprive him in case of 
disobedience of whatever right to a loan he might otherwise 
have under the law as it now exists. 

Now, it has been repeatedly urged by those charged with 
the responsibility of putting this bill through the House that 
these coercive features are not after all so drastic and that 
the farmer for his own good should be willing to comply with 
the quotas to be enforced by this kind of coercion. I pass 
over for the moment the repugnant proposition that coercion 
of this sort could ever be justified in any circumstances 
either on moral or constitutional grounds. Let me say in 
this connection merely that the deprivation imposed upon 
the unwilling farmer by these two provisions alone-the 
d€nial of loans and the denial of benefits under the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act-are severe enough 
in themselves to spell the bankruptcy of every farmer who 
stands in need today of the benefits now provided by these 
two existing laws and who refuses to comply with the com
pulsory control provisions of the pending bill. That · state
ment is self-evident. It is concurred in by every farm au
thority; even by the mysterious academic authorities who 
are responsible for this bill. 

Again, with their characteristic disregard for every opinion 
cf the Supreme Court which does not coincide with their 
own, the sponsors of this bill contend that the so-called 
referendum provided in it removes the odium of compulsion 
and makes it in fact a voluntary measure. How such a con
tention can be seriously made in the face of the Court's 
ruling on this very point is quite beyond me. 

A similar provision for a referendum in the invalidated 
A. A. A. was declared by the Court to be not only uncon
stltutional but at the same time the most reprehensive of all 
the provisions of that act. This, in the language of the 
Court used in passing upon the constitutionality of another 
well-known regimentation act of the present administration, 
is "delegation run wild." It is proposed here that a bait 
shall be held out to the victims of this act by inviting them 
to decide, through a referendum, whether or not an act of 
Congress shall take effect. The purpose of that joker must 

be clear to everyone whether he understands the Constitu
tion or not. The unconstitutionality of the joker is apparent 
to everyone who has read the Court's opinion. Unless the 
Court should completely reverse itself upon this fundamental 
point it must obviously hold this referendum provision to be 
unconstitutional, and in that event, if by any chance the 
remainder of the act should be upheld, the referendum would 
be out and the uncontrolled and unrestricted compulsory 
provisions of the act would automatically be in full force 
and effect. 

There is no doubt in my mind, of course, that the Court will 
hold the whole compulsory program of this act to be in viola
tion of the constitutional rights of the minority who are to be 
coerced under it. In view of its own recent decision, I do not 
see how it could hold otherwise. But however the case may 
be as to the possible validity of the outright compulsion pre
scribed by this bill, I have yet to hear anyone declare it to be 
his opinion that the referendum provision could by any pos
sibility whatever survive a test of its constitutionality. 

So much for the penalties through which the resisting vic
tims of this act will be deprived of the rights and benefits they 
now hold under existing law. But, of course, Mr. Chairman, 
the authorities who wrote this bill did not stop with mere 
penalties by way of deprivation. In addition to taking away 
from what they call the noncooperating farmer practically 
every right and every aid he now has under our present farm 
legislation, the gentlemen responsible for this bill wen~ a long 
way beyond this in order to make doubly sure that there 
would be no disobedience on the part of farmers to the con
trol of their farm production by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

They did not go quite as far as they went in the Bankhead 
Cotton Control Act of unhappy memory. In that act, which 
I opposed with all the vigor that I could, it was provided that 
the farmer may be put in jail for disobedience to the Secre
tary's orders. Gentlemen will recall when the Bankhead bill 
was under debate in the House it was urged by administration 
leaders that provision for a jail sentence, as an alternative 
penalty, was necessary for the proper enforcement of the act. 
Of course, a jail sentence was not necessary then to make 
this kind of an act completely effective, and it is not neces
sary now. And because it is not necessary may possibly be 
the chief reason that H. R. 8505 does not provide for jail sen
tences. Suffice it to say that in prescribing the penalties for 
noncompliance in the pending bill they have gone as far as 
they now think is necessary. The affirmative penalty they 
have chosen in this bill to impose upon a farmer for diSobedi
ence to the Secretary's acreage or production or marketing 
quota or allotment is in the form of a fine. 

On wheat it is a fine of 15 cents per bushel on all wheat sold 
in excess of the marketing quota, and forfeiture of 12 cents 
a bushel benefit payment on the normal production of his 
allotted acreage/ 

On com it is a fine of 15 cents a bushel for any disposal of 
corn whatever in excess of the quota. This excess corn is 
required to be stored and the farmer may not even feed it to 
his own cattle without exaction of the penalty and loss of all 
benefit payments. 

On cotton it is a fine of 2 cents per poUnd for marketing 
cotton growri on land in-excess of the acreage allotted. 
- On rice it is a fine of one-fourth of a cent per pound for 
rice marketed in excess of the quota. 

All of these fines and penalties, of course, are in addition tO 
the loss of benefits under the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act and of loans under the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Act. · 

I am not familiar enough with cotton and rice production 
to say what economic effect the imposition of these penalties 
and forfeitures would bring upon the cotton and rice farmer. 
So far as wheat and corn are concerned, there is no doubt
and there has never been even a ditierence of opinion-as to 
what effect it would have on them. No wheat or corn farmer 
in the United States could exist with such penalties and for
feitures laid upon them. If this bill should become law there
fore, and should by any chance be upheld by the Supreme 
Court, all wheat and corn farmers must take their choice 
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either of obeying its compulsory provisions, enforced upon 
them against their will, or go out of the business of producing 
wheat and corn. 

If this is not regimentation, if this is not authoritarian 
government, attempted to be carried to its full :flower and 
perfection in this democracy, then there is no such thing as 
effective dictatorship anywhere in the world. 

What is it the farmer of America is asking of us? What 
does he want? What for the past 5 years hash~ been con
sistently demanding, what is he now demanding, of his chosen 
representatives in the lawmaking branch of his Government? 
Is it regimentation? Is it compulsion enforced upon him by 
an appointive officer in the Executive Cabinet? Is it the 
choice of bending the knee to the whims and notions of a 
bureau chief or being forced out of his business and o1I of 
his farm by the deadly effective system of fines, penalties, 
forfeitur.es, and deprivations provided in this bill? 

Everyone who has been in Congress since legislation of this 
type first made its baneful appearance in the early d~ys of 
this administration surely knows by this time that the pend
ing bill, which is now being forced along its way to enact
ment, is not what the farmer wants. On the other band, 
everyone who has been in Congress since that time should 
know by now the legislation that the fanner does want; and, 
what is more, he also knows that the legiSlation the farmer 
wants is at this very moment. pending in Congress in the 
shape of definite concrete bills which have been actually 
introduced in the House and Senate. 

The American farmer wants the cost-of-production bill, 
which will give him at least the cast of production plus a 
reasonable profit upon that part of his product· sold and 
consumed in this country. Th&t bill is pending in Congress 
now. 

The American farmer wants concrete practical assistance 
in the disposition of his exportable surplus. That practical 
assistance is offered to him in the original and the revised 
McNary-Haugen bills; and those bills are pending in Congress 
now. 

The American farmer wants the American market [ap
plause] free from the impossible competition of foreign farm 
commodities produced at starvation wages and under living 
standards which would not be tolerated in the United States. 
He has been deprived of a substantial portion of this market 
through the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, under which 
millions of dollars' worth of identical foreign farm products 
are brought in every year under drastically reduced tariffs. 
or without tariff at all, and sold before the very eyes of the 
American farmer in the market which was once exclusively 
his own. 

There is a simple and effective remedy for that disgraceful 
situation. It lies in the repeal of the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act. And that repeal bill is pending in Congress 
now. 

The American farmer wants a comprehensive, systematic, 
honest solution of the farm mortgage problem. _. The strength 
of his demand for this and the unanimity of the farmers• 
choice of the solution to the problem was so impressively 
presented to the last Congress that the administration will 
not soon recover from the shock. Two h~dred and thirty
eight Members of this House, 20 more than a majority, signed 
the Frazier-Lemke petition, and it was only by bringing to 
bear such pressure as has seldom been exerted on any Con
gress that the administration was able to defeat the Frazier
Lemke bill. That bill is as meritorious as it ever was. There 
is a greater demand for its enactment at this moment tha~ 
there ever has been. And the Frazier-Lemke bill is pending 
in Congress now. 

There are other farm measures now in Congress, the gen .. 
eral merits of which almost everyone admits, and which, 
singly or in combination with those I have here outlined, 
would, in the opinion of the farmers themselves and of prac
tically all recognized farm authorities, go a long way toward 
really solving some of the major problems which confront the 
farmer. 

Can this Congress not even consider at least a part of this 
pending legislation which has been so long and so thoroughly 

studied and so widely approved? Can it not assume enough 
independence and responsibility, upon its own initiative, to 
take the mature and considered proposals offered in this 
mass of pending bills and with them as a basis work out 
something co:'lStructive upon which we can all agree? 

Cannot we do this? Or must the Congress continue 
supinely to accept whatever the President may choose to 
send it in the way of a farm bill? I may be wrong in this, 
but I believe that not only the farmers but the whole people 
of this country are finally getting tired of one-man govern
ment. They are getting tired of rubber-stamp Congresses. 
They are demanding a return to constitutional, responsible, 
representative government in which the Congress, not the 
President, makes the law. 

As for the pending bill, let there be no mistake as to what 
the people, and particularly the farmers, know about it. 
They know what" the bill is. They know why it was sent in 
here and why it is being forced through Congress at the 
special session. They understand and they abhore the 
philosophy upon which it is based. And if the positive 
expressions that have come to me from the farmers of my 
own diStrict indicate anything at all, they indicate that 
these farmers are persuaded that the majority of the Mem
bers of the Congress, if left to their own responsibility as 
the lawmakers of the Nation, would never evolve a measure 
of this kind and would never enact such a blll. 
· Mr. Chairman, here is the first major bill to be reported 
from the committee for disposition by this House. Let the 
House dispose of it in accordance with its own convictions 
and upon its own responsibilty. The Congress has in this 
bill a golden opportunity to redeem itself in the eyes, not 
only of the farmer, but of the whole Nation, as the respon
sible lawmaking branch of the Government. Already the 
Congress has waited too long for that opportunity. Upon 
the doors of some who do not grasp it now that opportunity 
will not knock again. The demand of the people for legis
lative functioning on the part of their Representatives in 
Congress is here. Let the Congress resume that respon
sibilty and let it do so now. [Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to use to the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. THoMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Dlinois. Mr. Chairman, I have long 
been interested in the question of adequate farm legislation 
inasmuch as I represent a district that contains the largest 
farm-implement r.lf'_nufacturing businesses in the world, as 
well as a large number of farmers who use and own excep
tionally good -land. To my district the continuance and 
stability of farm purchasing power is paramount. The pend
ing farm bill covers cotton, tobacco, wheat, corn, and rice, 
and while we in Dlinois are interested in all of these basic 
commodities because of the fact that the growers of them 
purchase the products of our factories, we are especially in
terested in corn because that commodity either as itself or 
in the form of meat products is our all important crop. On 
Tuesday of this week during general debate on the measure, 
my colleague the gentleman from Dlinois £Mr. LucAS], a 
member of the House Agricultural Committee, gave notice 
that he intends to present two important amendments to the 
corn title of the bill. We of the com states have had two 
important conferences on the Lucas amendments, and to 
the best of my knowledge all Members from the so-called 
Corn Belt, 1·egardless of politics, intend to support them. We 
feel that the Lucas amendments must be adopted and put 
into the bill, if the corn farmer is to receive any benefits 
from this proposed farm program. As I understand the bill 
as reported to the House by the committee, it is necessary 
that a total production and carry-over of 2,928,500,000 
bushels of corn must be reached and attained before the 
marketing quotas go into effect. Whereas the normal supply 
over a 10-year period, including a normal carry-over, has 
been but 2,380,000,000 bushels, I am most fearful that 
the difference of nearly 550,000,000 bushels will seriously 
b1·eak the price. I desire to point out that this year's 
bumper crop of corn estimated at 2,651,000,000 bushels, with 
a 60,000,000-bushel carry-over, broke the price from approxi-

. mately $1.25 a bushel iil August to a present price running 
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from 38 to 41 cents on the farm to the farmers in Dlinois and 
Iowa which is now the prevailing price. We have since the 
inception of farm legislation of all kinds and nature sought 
to attain a parity price for basic farm commodities, using 
the period of 1909 to 1914 _as a basis under this formula. 

The parity price for corn today is slightly o:ver 87 cents 
a bushel, so it can be readily seen that the farniei' is receiving 
less than 50 percent of what is generally considered to be a 
fair and decent price for field corn. This terrific reduction 
in price occurred when the supply was less than 300,000,000 
bushels more than normal; and I am, as are the farmers of 
Dlinois, seriously concerned as to what an oversupply or 
production of 550,000,000 bushels will do to the price struc
ture. The other Lucas amendment covers the question of 
mandatory loans, which I believe absolutely essential if the 
price structure is to be maintained and preserved. In 1933 
we began a system of corn loans under which 45 cents a 
bushel was advanced to farmers owning corn, which corn was 
sealed on the farm. I believe all-even the critics of the 
Roosevelt administration-will agree that this was one of 
the most helpful measures undertaken to really and actually 
benefit the corn farmers of the United States. The history 
of the com loan program from 1933 to this time sho-ws that 
the Federal Treasury did not suffer any losses because of it, 
and therefore none of us should have any hesitancy in au
thorizing by statute a system of mandato-ry loans to go into 
effect when the size of the crop makes such action necessary 
in order to preserve somewhere near a parity price for basic 
farm commodities. We all agree, I believe, that the Congress 
when it undertakes to establish by control and otherwise fair 
prices for the farmer that the consumer must not be lost sight 
of and that we must absolutely guarantee that there is always 
an adequate food supply regardless of drought, grasshoppers, 
chinch bugs, and other causes for short crops. 
_ But certainly it is not fair or just to build up such a reserve 

food supply at the expense of the farmers in the way of 
prices less than the cost of production. Mandatory loans 
made by the Federal Government upon commodities sealed 
on the American farms is, in my opinion, the soundest way to 
stabilize prices at a reasonable level. I therefore strongly 
urge my colleagues in the House to support the Lucas amend
ments which will be offered at their proper place when the 
bill is read for amendment under the 5-minute rule. It is 
our duty as legislators to vote for those amendments which 
will strengthen the bill; and I know no better way, especially 
in the case of corn, than by supporting my colleague's amend
ments. We have a very important and serious responsibility 
to the American people; and by that I mean just that, not 
only those who live on and obtain their living on the farm. 
Farm purchasing power, as I have said, is the lifeblood of our 
Nation, and without it we can expect no prosperity in the 
industrial and commercial centers of the land. Farmers of 
America, as well as a substantial majority of all the people 
who understand the importance of a prosperous agriculture 
to the welfare of our national life, are looking to us to enact 
the farm program that will bring satisfactory results. Let us 
not fail them. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to use to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WooD
RUFF.] 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, in closing my remarks 
on this bill yesterday I stated that our first job in this Con
gress is to collect our wits, do some good straight· thinking, 
and then decide whether or not we are going to abandon our 
policy of nationalism and adopt a policy of internationalism, 
after surveying ·most carefully all the changes and all the 
economic dislocations and readjustments which such a 
change of policy would inevitably require. 

I further stated th:;~.t the situation with which I am at 
the moment most concerned is one which would concern any 
Member of this Congress if his or her automobile were off 
the road and bogged down in the mire. If in that situation 
we saw a number of persons, no matter how helpful they 
might want to be, tugging and pulling in all directions, at 
the same time quarreling with each other as to which direc
tion should be followed, and as to the efforts that-should 
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be exerted, we would quickly recognize that no automobile 
was ever freed from the mire by any such confusion of 
effort. 

PULLING AND HAULING 

. In attempting, through the various methods adopted by 
this administration, to aid the distressed farmers of the 
country the latter find themselves in exactly the situation 
of the automobile just referred to. 

For instance, we have taxed our people hundreds of 
titillions annually to pay the American farmers to take 
millions of acres of good American soil out of production. 
We are now attempting to continue that procedure through 
the medium of this legislation. 

While the compulsory features of the bill are not as strong 
as Secretary Wallace would like them to be, yet these fea
tures are there; and if this bill becomes a law as written, 
the farmers of this country will find themselves in a strait 
jacket because of it. 

Secretary Wallace believes the American farmer is no longer 
competent to run his own farm, transact his own business, 
and regulate the planting and cultivating of his own crops, 
and that his every effort should be directed by some bureau
crat here in Washington under the personal direction of the 
Secretary himself. Secretary Wallace is pulling and haul
ing in one direction. 

During the time the reduction-of-acreage program has 
been under way in the Agricultural Department the Sec
retary of the Interior has also been busily engaged in trying 
to solve the farm problem by spending other hundreds of 
millions of the taxpayers' dollars in the construction of 
great irrigation and reclamation projects in the arid West in 
order to bring other millions of acres into cultivation. Sec
retary Ickes is pulling and hauling in another direction. 

Secretary Ickes, in his annual report to the President, said 
the American people had adopted the theory that the con
servation of natural resources "can be made to produce a 
higher living standard." He again urged that his Depart
ment be designated the "Department of Conservation" as 
it is engaged chiefly in the administration, protection, and 
prudent use of natural resources. The report summarized 
the outstanding achievements and stated that the Bureau 
of Reclamation had carried forward "the largest program of 
construction in its history" during the year, with 21 dams 
under construction, including the Grand Coulee. This proj
ect, costing the staggering sum of $384,000,000, was "many 
months ahead of schedule," he said. 

One must assume that Mr. Ickes' idea of the prudent use 
of the arid lands of the West is to put them into production, 
and in competition with farms already in existence, in the 
shortest possible time. I for one, however, find it difficult to 
believe that doing so will contribute to a higher living stand
ard for the distressed farmers of this country. Yes; Secre
tary Ickes is pulling and hauling in another direction. 

In the meantime Secretary of State Hull, a very splendid 
gentleman, is one who believes the selfi.sh instincts of the 
whole world can suddenly be transformed into the practice of 
the Golden Rule if we will only convince the other peoples 
of the world of our unselfishness. By pulling and hauling 
in still another direction, he is attempting to free this agricul
tural automobile bogged down in economic adversity by open
ing our markets to the competitive agricultural products of 
foreign lands through his so-called reciprocal-trade agree
ments. The results to date seem to be that the economic 
automobile is sinking farther and farther into the mire with 
every pull and every haul of the Secretary. Yes, indeed, Sec
retary Hull is decidedly pulling and hauling in still an
other direction. Is it any wonder, then, with each of three 
separate departments of the Government operating by oppo
site and contradictory methods, that agriculture still lan
guishes? 

It must be apparent to everybody that taxing our people 
hundreds of millions of dollars annually to pay our farmers 
to take land out of production, and at the same time taxing 
our people other hundreds of millions to construct great irri
gation and reclamation projects to bring other and now arid 
lands into competition with lands already under cultivation. 
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together with lowering our tariffs in order to make possible 
an ever-increasing influx of foreign competitive agricultural 
products, is confusion worse confounded. It constitutes the 
most senseless and the most extravagant instance o! ill
advised experimentation this administration has as yet in
dulged in. Let us examine the record. 

RAIDING MARKETS OF AMERICAN FARMERS 

Following are only a few of the competitive agricultural 
products brought into this country during the past fiscal 
year: 
· 420,000 head of live cattle. 

150,000,000 pounds of meats, which included 62,000,000 
pounds of pork and 85,000,000 pounds of beef. 

15,000,000 pounds of butter. 
66,000,000 pounds of cheese. 
10,500,000 pounds of dried and frozen eggs. 
181,000,000 pounds of wool. 
17,000,000 bushels of barley. 
434,000,000 pounds of barley malt. 
78,000,000 bushels of corn. 
48,000,000 bushels of wheat U2,000,000 milled in bond for 

export). 
26,000,000 bushels of flaxseed. 
180,858,000 pounds of rice and rice products. 
73,822,000 pounds of tobacco, unmanufactured. 
312,000,000 gallons of molasses, used in manufacture of 

alcohol. 
19,000,000 gallons edible molasses. 
6,600,000,000 pounds of sugar (3,300,000 short tons). 
14,000,000 pounds of potato starch. 
319,000,000 pounds of coconut oil (used in manufacturing 

butter substitutes) . 
519,634,000 pounds of copra (from which coconut oil is ex

tracted). 
360,000,000 pounds of palm oil (used in the manufacture 

of soap and tin) . 
64,000,000 pounds of palm nuts and palm nut kernels. 
201,000,000 pounds of cottonseed oil <used in the manufac

ture of butter and lard substitutes) . 
147,000,000 pounds of tung oil (used in the manufacture of 

paints). 
119,000,000 pounds of soybeans and soybean oil. 
45,000,000 pounds of peanut oil. 
48,000,000 pounds of forage crop seeds. 
41,000,000 pounds of garden and field seeds. 
551,000,000 pounds of vegetables of the common garden 

variety, including 59,000,000 pounds of dried beans, the latter 
accounting in large degree for the present low price of Amer
ican beans. 

There are hundreds of other such competitive agricultural 
products coming into this country which I do not have the 
time to discuss, all of them affecting adversely the price of 
American products with which they compete. The figures I 
have quoted above are taken from the bulletin entitled 
"Foreign Crops and Markets", issued November 20, 1937 by 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States Depart
ment of Agriculture. That issue is devoted exclusively to 
United States foreign trade in agricultural products for the 
fiscal year 1936-37. 

The first paragraph of the report included the following 
statement: 

The value of imports of commodities, similar to or substituted 
for, those produced on American farms, rose by 35 percent over 
the fiscal year of 1935-36. The value of American farm exports, 
on the other hand, declined by 4 percent in spite of some improve
ment in the foreign demand situation. As a result the competitive 
imports exceeded the agricultural exports for the first time on 
record. 

Agricultural imports are made up of two classes-those 
which compete with the products of the American farm and 
those which do not. Agricultural exports, on the other hand, 
are all listed under one classification. Products such as those 
listed above are either produced by American farmers on 
American farms or they displace the products of our Ameri
can farms. In either event their importation results in re
striction of American markets for American farm products, 

and accounts in large measure for our present surpluses and 
the deplorable conditions which face the American farmer. -

Some idea of the lengths to which we have gone in throw
ing our markets open to competitive agricultural products 
can be had by an examination of the following table: 
United States: Value of agricultural imports (for consumption) 

compared with total, 1929-37 

.Agricultural products 

Year ended 
Competitive 

June3(}- Total imports 
Total Noncompeti- Percent tive 

Value of total 
agricul-
tural 

1929 _________ 
$4; 292, 000, 000 $2, 178, 000, 000 $1, 147, 000, 000 $1, 031. 000. 000 47.3 1930 _________ 3, 849, 000, 000 1, 900,000,000 l, 011, 000, 000 889, 000, 000 46. 8 1931_ ________ 2, 432, 000, 000 l, 162, 000, 000 650, 000, 000 512, 000, ()()() 44.1 1932 _________ 1, 730, 000, ()()() 834., 000, 000 459, 000, 000 375, 000, 000 45.0 1933 _________ 1, 168, 000, 000 614,000,000 331, 000, 000 283,000,000 46.1 1934 _________ 1, 674,000,000 839, 000, {)()() 420, 000, ()()() 419, 000,000 49.9 1935 _________ 1, 789, 000, ()()() 934, 000, 000 436,000,000 498,000,000 53.3 1936 ____ ____ _ 2, 208, 000, 000 1, 141, 000, 000 500,000,000 641, 000, 000 56.2 

1937 (prelim· 
inary) ----- 2, 894, 000, 000 1, 538, 000, 000 670, 000, 000 868,000,000 56.4 

Compiled from Monthly Summary of Foreign Commerce of the United States, 
June issues, and official records of Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 

The imports of competitive, noncompetitive, and total 
agricultural products into the United States over a period of 
years are shown in the table above. It will be noted that 
during the years 1929 to 1931, inclusive, the percentage 
of competitive products as compared with noncompetitive 
gradually declined. Beginning with 1932 and again in 1933 
a slight rise occurred. In 1934, however, the year Congress 
enacted the Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act, there occurred 
a sharp rise in imports of competitive products, and this rise 
has been maintained since, until we have reached the highest 
percentage, so far as I can learn, in the history of the 
country. 

The following table showing total exports together with 
agricultural exports, and the percentage of the latter as com
pared with the former, is also most illuminating. It dis
closes in all its ·sinister aspects the truth regarding the 
supposed rehabilitation of our foreign commerce, and par
ticularly does it show what is happening to the American 
farmer and why it is happening: 
United States: Domestic export~. total and agricultural, 1929-31 

Year ended June 3(}- Total exports 

1929------------------------------------ $5,284, \JOO, 000 
1930.- -------~-------------------------- 4, 618,000, ()()() 
193L------------------------------------ 3, 032,000,000 
1932_-- --------------------------------- 1, 908,000,000 
1933 .• ---------------------------------- 1, 413, 000, 000 
1934 ___ --------------------------------- 2, 008, 000,000 
1935_- ---------------------------------- 2, 085,000,000 
1936_--- ------- ------------------------- 2, 375,000, ()()() 
1937 (preliminary)______________________ 2, 791,000,000 

.Agricultural exports 

.Amount 

$1, 847, 000, 000 
1, 496, 000, 000 
1, 038, 000, 000 

752,000, 000 
590, 000, 000 
787,000, 000 
669, 000, 000 
766, 000, 000 
733, 000, 000 

Percent 
of total 
exports 

35 
3~ 
34 
39 
42 
39 
32 
32 
26 

Compiled from Monthly Summary of Foreign Commerce of the United States and 
official records of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. Corrected to 
Oct. 28, 1937. 

It will be seen from the tables above that we imported 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1937, competitive agri
cultural products to the value of $868,000,000, and noncom
petitive agricultural products to the value of $669,930,000, 
making a total of $1,537,930,000. Our total exports of agri
cultural products were valued at $732,826,000. So we Amer
icans bought more than twice as much of the products of 
the foreign farms as all the other nations of the world 
bought in agricultural products from us. The table below 
presents the picture from another angle. I commend it to 
the careful attention of every Member of this House who 
has the slightest regard for the welfaxe of our American 
farmers. 
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Unitect States: FCYreign trade in agricultural products, 1929-37 

Agricultural commodities 

Competitive imports 
Year ended June 3o-

Domestic exports 

Value 
Percent of 
domestic 
exports 

1929--------------------------------
1930_- -----------------------------
1931_-------------------------------
1932.- ------------------------------· 
1933--------------------------------
1934_-------------------------------
1935. -------------------------------
1936_ - - -----------------------------
1937 (preliminary)------------------

$1, 847, 000, 000 
1, 496, 000, 000 
1, 03S, 000, 000 

752, 000, 000 
590, 000, 000 
787, coo, 000 
669, 000, 000 
766, 000, 000 
733,000,000 

$1, 031, 000, 000 
889, 000, 000 
512, 000, 000 
375, 000, 000 
283, 000, 000 
419, 000, ()()() 
498, 000, 000 
641,000,000 
868, 000, 000 

56 
59 
49 
50 
48 
53 
74 
84 

ll8 

Almost without exception noncompetitive products are on 
the free list. No other important nation in the world gives 
so freely of its market to other nations as we. That the 
market for noncompetitive products which we present to them 
constitutes an enormously valuable privilege is indicated by 
the tables which appear below, and which also refutes com
pletely the charge by the administration that we Republicans 
have by our tariff policy brought ruin upon the American 
farmer. To the contrary, the figures in all the tables, which 
I print in the body of these remarks, supply irrefutable proof 
that the trade-aoo-reement policy indulged in by the President 
of the United States and his Secretary of State, Mr. Hull, if 
continued, will complete the ruination of American agricul
ture. The tables referred to follow. 

ImpCYrts of all commoctities cturing years 1922-36, inclusive 
[U.S. Department of Commerce] 

Year Total 

1922------------·------------------ $3,871,917,000 
1923------------------------------ 3, 792,066,000 
1924------------------------------ 3, 609,963,000 
1925_ ---------------------------- 4, 226, 589, 000 
1926.----------------------------- 4, 430, 888, 000 
1927----------------------------- 4, 184, 742,000 
1928.----------------------------- 4, 091, 444, 000 
1929______________________________ 4, 399, 361,000 
1930.----------------------------- 3, 060, 908, 000 
1931______________________________ 2, 083,634,000 
1932_ ----------------------------- 1, 322,774, 000 
1933_ ----------------------------- 1, 449, 559, 000 
1934_ ----------------------------- 1, 636, 003, 000 
1935.----------------------------- 2, 038, 805, ()()() 
1936------------------------------ 2, 421,000,000 

Free 

$1,871,917,000 
2, 135, 942, 000 
2, 080, 096, ()()() 
2, 651, 266, 000 
2, 853,411,000 
2, 621, 873, 000 
2, 616, 239, 000 
2, 843, 354, 000 
2, 051, 110, 000 
1, 381, 435, 000 
879,~3, 000 
878, 100, 000 
991, 161, 000 

1, 205, 987, 000 
l, 382, 000, 000 

Dutiable 

$1, 240, 830, 000 
1, 656, 124, 000 
1, 529, 867, 000 
1, 575, 323, 000 
1, 577, 477, 000 
1, 062, 869, 000 
I, 475, 205, 000 
1, 506, 007, 000 
1, 009, 798, 000 

709,199, 000 
«3, 731, 000 
571, (59, 000 
644, 842, 000 
832, 918, 000 

1, 039, 000, ()()() 
1---------1---------·1--------

TotaL __________ :__________ 46, 619, 653, 000 28, 442, 934, 000 17, 424, 649, 000 

Mr. Chairman, the thing happening to American agricul
ture as a whole is best indicated by what is happening to the 
American cotton grower and the cotton-growing industry. 
The policy of scarcity, if persisted in, can bring but one 
result, and that is economic disaster. 

The acreage base in the United States for the growing of 
cotton is, according to information I have from the Agricul
tural Department, 45,000,000. With the enactment of the 
cotton-control bill, however, our acreage was cut by bureau
cratic mandate to less than 30,000,000 acres. Before the 
enactment of this law American cotton dominated the world 
market. 

Our cotton farmers had their ups and downs, of course, 
but as a whole they were on a par economically with other 
farmers of the country. They grew more than half the 
cotton grown in the entire world, and the world looked to 
us for this necessary product. There had been no develop
ment or increase of foreign acreage that in any way chal
lenged our supremacy in this activity. 

The growing population of the world and its growing need 
gave full protection to the American cotton industry. There 
was no particular incentive for the rapid expansion of cot
ton-growing activities in other countries. There probably 
would have been none such had it not been for the foolish, 
the senseless--yes; the ruinous-policy inaugurated by the 
Cotton Control Act. 

Mr. Chairman, when the particular starry-eyed boys who 
were then surrounding those in highest authority prepared 
and sent to Capitol Hill the proposed legislation which was 
to bring economic salvation to the people of the South, 
but which instead brought what will soon be recognized as 
economic disaster, they then and there served due notice on 
every nation capable of growing cotton that "we are now 
abandoning our foreign markets; help yourselves to them." 
That the other nations were quick to accept and profit by 
the opportunity is graphically and tragically shown by the 
following table: 
Cotton: Acreage in specified, countries-Average 1925-26 to 1929-30 

anct 1933-34 to 1936-37 
[In thousands of acres] 

Average Percent 
1925-26 to 1933-34 1934-35 1935-36 1936-37 of 1929-30 

1929-30 acreage 

United States _______ 42,601 29,978 27,515 27,335 30,054 -30 
India_-------------- 26,192 23,739 23,907 25,999 25,219 -5 
China_------------- 4,519 6,142 6, 747 5,318 8,547 +185 
Union of Soviet So-

cialist Republics __ 2, 017 4,858 4,843 4,827 .. 979 +247 Egypt_ ____________ 1,828 1,873 1, 798 1,733 1, 781 -3 
BraziL_---------- 1,492 2, 851 4,067 5,189 6,425 +430 Argentina ________ 241 480 707 763 1,015 +463 Uganda_ _________ 615 1,091 1,181 1,366 1,488 +125 Mexico _____________ 

~72 424 418 599 786 +166 
Turkey------------- 334 400 491 520 625 +187 ------

80,311 71,836 71,674 73,649 80,919 -------
Source: Agricultural statistics 1937 and 1936, U. S. Department of Agriculture. 

except for figures on Brazil, which were supplied by Cotton Division of U. S. Depart. 
ment of .Agriculture. 

Can even the blindest cotton-control enthusiast for a mo
ment believe our cotton farmers will ever regain those lost 
foreign markets? A continuation of the policy of reduced 
production will destroy our foreign markets for other agri
cultural products exactly as it is doing for cotton. 

Mr. Chairman, for more than a year we have been hearing 
strange things about a mysterious report by a commission 
appointed by the President to investigate and report upon 
conditions growing out of the cotton-control program in the 

· cotton-growing States. Rumor has it that the commission's 
report was buried quickly and deeply in the archives of some 
governmental department. This rumor persists, and there 
has been no denial by any responsible official. Report has 
it also that the conditions disclosed were not the satisfactory, 
the justifying sort the administration had hoped to receive. 
In fact. it is said that the most conspicuous result of the pro
gram was the throwing out of employment 1,000,000 workers 
of the South, most of whom were thrown upon relief. 

Approximately 30,000,000 acres of cotton were grown in 
this country this year, a reduction of 15,000,000 from the base 
acreage of 45,000,000. The yield per acre was far above the 
previous 10 years' average. The crop for 1937 exceeds 19,000,-
000 bales, and is more than 1,000,000 in excess of any 1 year's 
production in the history of cotton growing in the United 
States. The carry-over from last year was 6,000,000, making 
a total of 25,000,000 bales. Of this enormous supply not more 
than 6,000,000 will be processed and used 1n this country 
during the coming year, and not more than 4,500,000 bales 
will be sold in foreign markets. This will leave a carry-over 
before the next crop is harvested of 14,500,000 bales. 

The Secretary of Agriculture advocates, and it is provided 
in this bill, that only 28,000,000 acres will be planted in cotton 
in 1938, this being 2,000,000 less than were planted this year. 
This means that 200,000 more southern people will be thrown 
out of employment and on relief because of this destructive 
program, adding to the growing volume of unemployment in 
this country. 

It is estimated that next year's crop will be 12,000,000 bales. 
Well, arithmetic is still arithmetic, and the answer is that 
there will be a total supply of 26,500,000 bales at the end of 
the 1938 crop year. Our consumption and export of cotton 
will remain about the same as it is this year, and the carry
over will be increased by 1,500,000 bales, leaving on our hands 
a carry-over of 16,000,000 bales. Where will we go from 
there? 



708 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE DECEMBER 1 
The minority report states that-
cotton authorities in the South are unanimous in the opinion 

that the cause of the enormous increase in the production of cot
ton, as well as the rapid loss of our foreign markets, is due to arti
ficial interference on the part of the Government. Also that the 
difficult situation confronting the cotton farmers must be recog
nized by everyone, and drastic steps taken to revive worlq markets 
for cotton and to increase domestic consumption. Otherwise 
neither legislative fiat, nor compulsory control, nor 9-cent loans 
and 3-cent subsidies can save the cotton South. 

During the past 5 years we have heard much of over
production and of one-third of the Nation being ill-fed, 
ill-clothed, and ill-housed. 

Mr. Chairman, so long as one-third of the Nation is ill
fed, ill-clad, and ill-housed, there can be no such thing as 
overproduction of general agricultural products. It is not 
possible. 

The whole attempt of the administration throughout its 
entire program, both in regard to industry and particularly 
in regard to agriculture, has been to perpetuate an economy 
of scarcity into an era which is entirely and essentially and 
inescapably one of economic plenty. 

Not only is it futile, it is nothing short of criminal to en
deavor to restrict production and to raise prices in the United 
States of America so long as one-third of the American mar
ket is suffering from a lack of the very things the production 
of which it is· sought to limit. 

It is such a self-evident fact that it is amazing that anyone 
can fail to see that the way to a more abundant life for 
every class of citizen in this Nation is not by restricting 
production and forcing prices to higher levels, but is by 
contantly expanding production with lower costs and lower 
prices in order that the necessities, the comforts, and the 
luxuries of life may be placed within reach of an ever
increasing number of our people. This is the most ele
mentary fact in sound economics. 

The trouble with the whole situation is that so many 
people in power have become lost in a misunderstanding of 
the difference between money income and real income. 
What difference can it possibly make whether a man-be 
he either farmer or workingman-has an income of $200 
a month which he has to spend for board, room, and lodging 
with no saving possible, or whether he has an income of $100 
a month if he can by lower prices have the same character 
and quality of board, room, and lodging. 

Mr. Chairman, money income, whether in the form of wages 
or revenues from farm products, does not constitute the vital 
factor. The real crux of the situation is the exchangeability 
of that money income for the necessities, comforts, and 
luxuries of life. 

If today we could sufficiently lower the prices of all of the 
things the farmer has to buy, the farm problem to all 
intents and purposes would be practically solved. Ii today 
we could sufficiently lower the prices of all of the things the 
nonagricultural population has to buy, the unemployment 
and the relief situation would be practically solved. 

There has not in the history of this country, or I might 
say in the history of mankind, been a clearer example of an 
attempt by a nation to lift itself by its boot straps than is 
evidenced in this effort of the New Dealers to try to create 
more purchasing power by creating an artificial scarcity, 
and forcing up production costs both in agriculture and in
dustry, and then in turn forcing up price levels of both 
manufactured and agricultural products, and then imagining 
that by this self-nullifying process in some magic way an 
increased purchasing power has been created. 

It is about time that somebody told the American farmers 
and the American workers the truth about this thing. Farm 
products are today so closely and fully integrated into 
manufacturing processes, and they have such a vital and 
primary effect on our living conditions, that it is nothing 
but deceit and fraud on the farmer to lead him to believe 
that by restricting his production, putting him under com
pulsory restrictions, to be administered by a lot of crack
brained theorists, and then, as a consequence, to increase 
the price of everything the farmer has to buy and on the 
other hand to bring into production, which today is not 

producing, other ground in competition with the cultivated 
acres and, in addition to that, to bring into the market 
foreign agricultural products, is so foolish, is so impracticable 
that it is difficult to find words adequate to describe such 
an economic aberration. 

How can the American farmer or American workingman 
possibly benefit if you are going to increase his money in
come and then promptly take it a way from him .in bls 
price outgo? 

The American farmer does not want to be regimented and 
policed. He does not want his farm home infested by a 
horde of G-men and bureaucrats snooping to examine his 
books and his wheat bins and his corn cribs and his potato 
barrels. What he wants and what he must have is a fair 
chance for parity of income and parity of prices. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we are hearing much these days of 
parity. What is parity? What does it mean? Parity 
means the fair and equitable exchangeability of farm prod
ucts for token money which in turn carries with it a fair and 
equitable exchangeability into manufactured goods which 
the American farmer must have to live. 

The farmer is not alone in wanting parity of income and 
parity of prices. The industrial worker too wants parity of 
income and parity of prices. That parity means money 
wages which can be equitably exchanged for token money 
which in. turn can be equitably exchanged for a fair amount 
of farm products and other necessities which the workers 
must have to live. All the vaporings of theoretical and fever
browed economists cannot change those facts. We have the 
same situation today that we had back in the days when 
barter and trade was the method by which men exchanged 
the fruits of their labors with each other in order that all 
might have sufficient whereby to satisfy their necessities and 
their desires. The only difference between that day and this 
is that today we have introduced the device of token money 
to facilitate the exchange. 

So then, this talk of parity income and this talk of par
ity prices means, in simple language, the price which a 
farmer can get for what he sells and the price he must pay 
for that which he must buy. To seek to compel restriction 
of production, and thereby to force an increase of prices, 
and to impose upon the Nation an expensive and wasteful 
bureaucracy to accomplish this while talking of the more 
abundant life for everybody, is worse than sheer nonsense. 
It is sheer deception and is· the way to economic suicide. 

If the American market is adequately protected for the 
American farmer, he will have far more mouths to supply 
than he can possibly find in foreign markets even though he 
were not losing his markets day by day as he now is under 
~he operation of the so-called "reciprocal" trade policy. 

We have had a lot of talk about the more abundant life 
for the masses. Economically speaking, abundant life is an 
abundant supply of the things we need and desire. Again, 
I say, Mr. Chairman, an abundant supply of the things we 
need and desire is not to be accomplished by the American 
farmers or the American workers being restricted in produc
tion or by forcing up prices to the point where the consumer, 
who is the American farmer and who is the American wage 
earner, and all others in this country, cannot purchase the 
things they need and they desire. 

TEMPORARY SOLUTION 

Agriculture's difficulty can be met if "' we will give to the 
American farmers an American price for that part of the 
crop consumed in this country, and for a few years at least, 
selling in foreign markets at the world price such surplus 
as may be from time to time produced. 

The McNary-Haugen bill would accomplish exactly that. 
The cost to the taxpayers would be negligible. Controlled 
production under application of its principles would be much 
more certain than under any farm relief proposal of the 
present administration. Neither bureaucratic control nor 
coercion is involved. The American farmer would remain 
master of his own soul. Under this program he would have 
something to say about what he would raise and how much 
he would raise; which acres he would plant and which he 
would not. The Republican members of the committee have 
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endorsed the principles of the McNary-Haugen bill in their 
minority report. I have advocated it for the past 10 years. 
I shall continue to do so. 

PERMANENT SOLUTION 
Mr. Chairman, "Great oaks from little acorns grow." 

There is a chemical plant, located in Kansas, I believe, which 
presents the first step toward the permanent solution of 
the agricultural problem. Surplus products of the farm 
constitute its only raw material. Its finished product con
sists of ordinary commercial alcohol. This alcohol is, in a 
mixture of two parts alcohol to eight parts gasoline, being 
used as a motor fuel and a fuel for other internal-combus
tion engines. By use of this mixture, the efficiency of the 
motor is increased more than 25 percent. The octane con
tent of the fuel is increased. As a result the motor is kept 
free of carbon. The cost of the fuel is not increased at the 
filling station. This alcohol can be manufactured from 60-
cent corn and sold at a profit for this purpose. The Kansas 
farmer today is getting 35 cents for his corn. Iri 1935, had we 
used this mixture in our automobiles and other gasoline 
engines, there would have been a market for 100,000,000 
barrels of alcohol manufactured from our surplus crops. 
Alcohol can be manufactured from practically every farm 
product, and had this been done, we would have found it nec
essary to greatly increase instead of reduce agricultural pro
duction. Our supply of crude oil, no matter how abundant, 
is exhaustible. Our farm production will continue so long as 
man sensibly cultivates the soil. _ 

Little chemical plants located everywhere throughout the 
land. producing alcohol and other chemicals from our sur
plus crops, are for the farmer as well as for all others in 
this country the keys of the gates_ of tomorrow. 

Mr. Chairman, we have wasted our substance. We have 
placed heretofore undreamed of burdens of debt and taxes 
upon our people. We are faced with economic disaster. If 
we do not immediately return to the praetice of sound eco
nomics, I tremble for the future of my country. 

MARION, MICH., November 21, 1937. 
Bon. RoY WooDRUFF, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sm: I am past 70, and perhaps I am .getting feeble-minded 

like the Justices of the Supreme Court, which may account for my 
queer ideas. 

I do not believe in Government crop control. If one wishes to 
llve the abundant life, he must produce in abundance. If I am in 
need of a new hay loader or manure spreader, or if my wife needs 
a new washboard, I must have something to exchange for them. 
Otherwise I must go without. 

And again: This is a big country, and there is so much difference 
1n climatic conditions and varieties and fertil1ty of soils that no 
one man or group of men can formulate a control plan that would 
be fair to all. 

And I am opposed to paying farmers benefits for soU conservation. 
I was born in the team and wagon age. In those days we were 

taught that we should follow a system of crop rotation that would 
conserve the fertility of our soils. Many farmers followed that plan 
and not only conserved but built up the fertility of their farms. 

We supposed soil conservation was part of the farmer's job but 
have learned we are mistaken. We are now told we should be paid 
for the work, and that the economic royalists, the business and 
professional men, the factory workers, the widows and orphans, and 
the forgotten man should foot the bill. 

But why should a widow with a few thousand dollars of life 
Insurance drawing a low rate of interest be taxed to pay benefits 
to a well-to-do farmer who owns a good farm and is free from 
debt? 

Any legislation that takes money away from one class of people 
and hands it to another class regardless of their needs is out of 
joint and should be thrown on the scrap heap. 

And when will all these different hand-outs cease? The longer a 
calf runs with the cow the harder it is to break it to drink alone, 
and if this administration doesn't begin to wean its calves before 
long the old cow will be dry. 

I think our troubles are largely of our own making. We have 
been running after strange gods and neglected the moral and 
spiritual training of our children. As a result our crime bill is 
fifteen billions a year, our booze bill more than five billions, our 
gambling bill six billions, to say nothing of prize fights and other 
high-class entertainment. 

We are paying entirely too much for our whistle and cannot 
expect real prosperity unt il we practice more thrift, and no legisla· 
tive nostrums will remedy this condition. 

Poor Richard says, "What it takes to maintain one vice will 
bring up two children." If some people would raise a little less hell 
and more children. or at least take better care of the ones they 

now have, there would be no need of crop control, and our welfare 
problem would be greatly simplified. And there would not be so 
many ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished, and ill-natured people in 
the country. 

Respectfully, 
C. E. GERBERICH. 

CANASTOTA, N. Y., November 22, 1937. 
MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN: There is a big surplus of potatoes this 

season. The ever-normal-granary plan calls for a correction for 
next season, by reducing acreage 5 percent. This is absUl'd. 

Farmers having 3 acres are to be exempt. There will be a big 
increase in 3-acre farms. Those affected by the plan will use more 
fertilizers, more spray, better care, and consequently may reason
ably be expected to increase yields 10 or 20 percent, thus actually 
producing many more potatoes than this year. 

A man now producing 30 acres of potatoes, 200 bushels to the 
acre, will be paid $171 for changing 1% acres of ground to some 
other crop. Anyone producing 300 acres of potatoes, with a yield 
of 300 bushels to the acre, w11l be paid $2,700 for changing 15 
acres to other crops. The plan will cost the taxpayers hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. Changing from potatoes to other crops w111 
result in overproduction of other vegetables. 

New York State farmers voted 14 to 9 in favor of the proposition. 
according to the Federal Government's report, but the fact ts 
that probably not 3 percent of the farmers polled a vote; they 
were too much disgusted with the proposition to do so. In Madi
son County (my own county), out of more than 200 farmers eli
gible, only 7 cast a ballot, 6 being in favor. 

The United States Agriculture Department's report shows that 
1n crop production acreage is a 25-percent factor. Weather con
ditions, diseases, and pests are a 75-percent factor. Acreage con
trol, then (a 25-percent factor), cannot regulate crops against the 
75-percent factor (weather conditions, diseases, and pests). Every 
experiment in crop cont rol so far has proven disastrous. 

Farming is my business. I do not want to be humiliated -by 
subsidy (a form of charity) nor by regimentation. 

The administration seems to be determined in its program. 
Farmers generally are self-reliant and wish only to be left alone. 
They own their farms, they wish to control them, and they do 
not care to be serfs under the domination of experimenters. 

Won't you please use your influence in every way in our behalf? 
Respectfully yours, 

J. F'ENN SMITH. 

With the country practically ubroke", how can we justify 
the proposed $500,000,000 expenditure for experimental crop 
control? 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER]. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
Chairman, to extend my remarks in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, economists 

who like figures, statisticians who lecture from charts, legis
lators who work themselves into a frenzy when speaking of 
the plight of agriculture, taxpayers in general, arid most 
farmers will all no doubt be surprised to learn that for every 
$100 of agricultural production in the United States in 1935 
the Department of Agriculture spent $18.73 of the public 
moneys for one purpose or another. 

According to statistics compiled by the Bureau of Agri
cultural Economics of the Department, the cash farm income 
for 1935 was $6,507,000,000. 

The Bureau of the Budget, which is very accurate when it 
comes to accounting for moneys spent, reports the expendi
tures of the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
1935 were $1,218,705,259.96. 

Thus, the spending under the direction of his single De
partment of the Federal Government for the benefit of agri
culture was at the rate of $18.73 for each $100 of the 
Nation's total agricultural income for 1935. 

While the sum spent may seem to be a liberal expenditure 
for the benefit of agriculture, this was not all the Federal 
Government did for the farmer in 1935. He was also helped 
with emergency seed and feed loans and financial aid 
through the Farm Credit Administration. The Surplus 
Commodities Corporation bought large slices of his crops. 
The Commodity Credit Corporation advance huge sums as 
loans against cotton, and in addition more than 600,000 
farmers were either the recipients of direct relief or were 
provided with part-time employment through the general 
public-works program. 
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This emergency relief in the form of grants from 

F. E. R. A., W. P. A., and R. A., together with seed and feed 
loans from the Farm Credit Administration, amounted to 
$225,000,000 in 1935. 

These added helps to agriculture constitute an added 
charge against the economic balance if and when charges of 
that kind will become useful. However, it is not the purpose 
of this article to lead the reader into the field of speculative 
statistics, but rather to present a factual review of a past 
agricultural situation and the condition on which the Fed
eral Government has spent more than $3,000,000,000 in the 
last 4 years. 

HOW THE MONEY WAS SPENT 

Of the more than $3,000,000,000 spent by the Roosevelt 
administration for the farmer in the 4 years ending June 30, 
1937, the sum of $2,270,848,510 was expended through the 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, a separate agency 
of the Government set up wholly within the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Included in this sum are the payments for 1936 under the 
Soil Conservation Act, amounting to $399,721,104.94._ 

Aside from the moneys spent under the direction of the 
A. A. A., the Surplus Commodities Corporation has pur
chased for distribution to needy relief clients in the various 
states, beef, pork, and dairy products in the amount of 
$267,959,266. Through the Commodity Credit Corporation 
cotton farmers in the Southern States have been loaned 
more than $300,000,000 on 6,200,000 bales of cotton. Cash 
price adjustment subsidies approximating another $50,000,
~00 has been distributed to cotton farmers. The Govern
ment loan losses on cotton through price declines have ag-

, gregated $55,000,000 more, and on August 30, 1937, the Re
construction Finance Corporation authorized a further 
loan of $150,000,000 to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to make loans on the 1937 cotton crop. Besides this advance 
from the R. F. C., the Congress has made available from 
the regular funds of the Government $130,000,000 for cot
ton price adjustment payments. This appropriation was 
bitterly fought in the closing hours of the first session. 
Speaking against the appropriation, Congressman ANDRESEN 

of ~nnesota said: 
If this proposal goes through, it will be the biggest steal that 

has ever been put over on American agriculture. It will segregate 
one crop of farmers in the United States and leave all the other 
farmers, the dairy farmers, rice farmers, grain farmecs, and others 
out on a limb, with no chance to get legislation, because you are 
enacting farm legislation for one large group of farmers and taking 
$130,000,000 out of the Treasury to subsidize them, while not giv
ing the other farmers who need help the proper consideration they 
should l},ave at this or any other time. 

Congressman ANDRESEN's sentiments were echoed by Con
gressman COFFEE of Nebraska, who introduced statistics 
compiled by the chairman of the Agricultural Committee 
showing the value of the leading farm commodities for the 
year were: 

First, dairy products, $1,796,000,000; second, com, $1,556,000,000; 
third, hogs, $1,107,000,000; fourth, cottonseed and cotton lint, 
$979,000,000; fifth, hay, $870,000,000; sixth, cattle and calves, $868,-
000,000; seventh, wheat, $638,000,000. 

TEN STATES GET BIG SHARE 

Of all the moneys spent for agriculture, 10 States, namely, 
Texas, Iowa, Kansas, IDinois, Nebraska, North Dakota, Mis
souri, Oklahoma, Minnesota, and South Dakota, received 
more than one-third of the total. 

MONEY FOR 1937 AND 1938 

In addition to the more than $3,000,000,000 already spent, 
the Congress has made available for expenditure during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, approximately $830,000,000, 
part of which will be for loans only. 

Department officials are quick to point out that prior to 
the Hoosac Mills decision of the Supreme Court invalidating 
the collection of processing taxes, the Government had been 
able to recoup nearly a billion dollars of the expenditures 
through the collection of the processing taxes. 

These collections actually totaled $963,250,000 in the period 
from July 1, 1933, to March 31, 1936, when collections were 
discontinued. 

With due consideration to the processing-tax collections, 
the net investment in agriculture remains at well over 
$2,000,000,000, most of which, as previously mentioned, was 
spent by A. A. A. 

HISTORY OF A. A. A. 

During the more than 4 years which has elapsed since the 
passage of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, May 12, 1933, 
and despite the findings of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, January 6, 1936, that the provisions relating to bene
fit payments and processing taxes were unconstitutional, the 
act as amended by subsequent Congresses has been the 
authority for distributing the more than $2,000,000,000 to 
the agricultural interests of the Nation. These interests 
include not only the small dirt farmer as we know him but 
the huge corporatio.ns engaged in quantity production of 
sugar, cotton, tobacco, rice, and wheat. Many of the "inter
ests" who received the checks are banks and insurance com
panies, who have taken over ownership of large acreages 
through farm foreclosures. How the average farmer figures 
in the picture can best be visualized from a study of the 
following table which shows a break-down of A. A. A. dis
bursements from May 12, 1933, to December 31, 1935. 

As will be noted from the table there is little of equity in 
any plan of distribution of public funds in which a wheat 
grower in Kansas is given an almost overwhelming prefer
ence to a potato grower in Maine. 

In the distribution for the first period of A. A. A., the 10 
central Western States which shared so generously are well 
on top with benefits, while the States along the Atlantic 
seaboard are for the most part at the bottom of the list. 
TABLE I.-Agricultural Adjustment Act distrioution and administra.-

tive expenses per capita for the 3 years from May 12, 1933 to 
Dec. 31, 1935, inclusive, not including administrative expense~ at 
washington, D. c., which were $31,835,368.13 additional 

State Farm pop- Benefit pay- Local ex- Per capita Per capita 
ulation ments pens& benefits expense 

---
Kansas ____________ 707,196 $86, 755, 192. 24 $767, 924. 20 $122.67 $108 
North Dakota._ ____ 397,294 41, 270, 711. 28 571,342.91 103.frl L« 
Nebraska ___ ------ 585,701 57,634, 849. 86 934,736.15 98.40 1.59 
Iowa _______ ----- __ 9'n,906 93, 294, 030. 60 897,760.82 93.40 .92 Montana... _________ 204,594 18,733,470.82 569,254.55 91.55 2.80 
South Dakota... ____ 390,205 31,831,366. 56 780,176.73 86.70 2.80 
Idaho.------------ 188,365 12, 138,628.81 265,343.57 64.« 1.41 
Dlinois_ ----------- 999,249 56, 868, ~9. 18 869,600.19 56.93 .frl 
Texas.------------ 2,352,272 132, 776, 927. 75 5, 909, 932. 71 56.44 2. 51 Colorado __________ 282,827 15, 526, 943. 68 584,162.16 54.88 2.06 Oklahoma ________ 1, 024,090 53, 128, 471. 86 2, 535, 088. 22 51.78 2.48 Washington_ _____ 304,735 15,587,206.72 394,029.64 51.15 1.29 
Indiana_---------- 813,007 36, 126, 463. 50 517,991.31 44.45 .64 Wyoming _________ 73,152 3, 249, 538. 84 308 029.72 .44. 40 4. 21 
Minne.c;ota. _ ------ 895,349 32,817, 104. ()() 1, 047, 111. 53 38.90 Ll7 
Missouri.--------- 1,114,484 42, 522, 601. 29 1, 481, 603. 98 38.15 1.33 Louisiana _________ 830,656 29, 549, 383. 54 1, 757, 582. 63 35.57 2.11 Oregon ____________ 223,667 7, 808,769.08 393,385.32 34.91 1. 31 
Utah-------------- 115,713 4, 013, 984. 44 184,629.32 34.68 1.69 Arkansas. _________ 1,119,464 35, 313, 740. 02 2, 300, 142. 38 31.54 2. 05 
Ohio __ ------------ 1, 013,229 27, 885, 711. 07 939,914. 54 '1:1.53 • 93 
Missis~ippL ______ 1,358,843 34, 379, 868: 30 2, 544, 632. 74 2.5. 37 1.87 
South Carolina ___ 916,471 21,823, 284. 69 1, 809,641. 98 23.81 1.97 New Mexico ______ 158,631 3, 684, 740. 92 391,702.25 23.22 2.49 
Arizona_---------- 98,995 2, 273, 696. 31 125,574.95 22.96 1.22 
Connecticut ______ 96,770 1, 994, 539. 54 150,206.34 22.49 1.73 Alabama __________ 1, 340,277 29, 938, 661. 70 2, 756, 764. 85 22.33 2. 05 
Georgia __ --------- 1,4i8, 514 30,947, 145.52 2, 701, 284. 96 21.81 1. 90 
California _________ 620,506 13, 104, 109. 10 1, 088,244. 55 21.11 175 
North Carolina_ ___ 1, 599,918 30, 731, 379. 44 2, 458, 702. 52 19.20 1.57 
KentuckY--------- 1, 176,524 20, 631, 910. 04 783,727.53 17.55 .67 Tf\IlUessee. ________ 1,215,452 19, 263, 792. 28 1, 427' 634. 87 15.84 1.17 
Wisconsin. ________ 881,054 12,127,006. 29 879,869.05 13.75 .99 Mr.ryland _________ 237,456 2, 905,039.76 362,294.53 12.23 1.11 
Michigan ___ ------ 782,394 8, 880, 283. 13 457,002.80 11.35 .58 
Massachusetts ____ 123,255 1. 267, 126. 21 234,752.40 10.28 1.92 
Florida ____________ 278,981 2, 852, 837. 16 447,207.43 10.22 1.60 Nevada ___________ 16,441 153,735.98 100,351.54 9. 35 6.10 
Delaware __________ 46,530 364, 717.'n 47,491.95 7.85 1.02 Virginia ___________ 950,757 7, 074, 492. 76 8:n, 456.81 7.44 .90 
New Jersey _______ 131,096 520,899.64 199,200.53 :un 1. 52 
Pennsylvania _____ 856,694 3, 282, 107. 11 566,469. n 3.83 .67 
West Virginia _____ 499,114 793,705.06 263,530.97 1. 76 .58 
New Hampshire __ 62,850 63,027.45 51, 26.5. 38 1.00 .81 Vermont_ _________ 112,904 103,851.60 109,847.45 . 91 .97 
New York ________ 719,929 569,601.44 1, 076, 818. 46 . 79 L49 
Rhode Island _____ 16,477 6, 319. 49 49,326.03 .38 3.00 Maille _____________ 170,995 6, 065.00 81,593.43 .035 .47 

Syndicate Trade Press, Paul 0. Peters, Washington, Aug. 28, 1937. 

In making a detailed study of the expenditures as evidenced 
by the table, it will be observed that the atlministrative cost 
of $81,593.43 in distributing but $6,065 to the 170,995 persons 
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comprising the rural population of Maine sets a precedent in 
supervisory extravagance. 

To further enlighten the reader on the actual situation in 
agriculture in the various States, it may be mentioned that 
ln a study of agricultural production for the year 1929, the 
Brookings Institution of Washington, D. C., made an ex
haustive study of the per capita income of the farm popula
tion in each State. In this study Maine ranked 14 and 
Kansas 20 among the States in per capita income of the 
farm population. 

More striking than these figures are those presented by a 
break-down of the $400,000,000 distributed in 1936 for com
pliance with the provisions of the soil conservation act of 
that year. 

In a second table submitted herewith, comprising payments 
for 1936, we find tha-t North Dakota tops the States with a 
per capita distribution to the farm population of $54.86 as 
compared with 99 cents for the farm population of Rhode 
Island. The table is self illustrating. 
TABLE II.-Per capita distribution of moneys paid out under the 

soil-conservation amendment to Agricultural Adjustment Act 
for 1936, not including administrative expenses- at Washington, 
D. C. 

State 

North Dakota ___ -----------------------------
South Dakota __ ------------------------------
Montana _______ ---- ______ -----------_--------Iowa ________________________________________ _ 

Kansas _______ --------------------------------
Nebraska.. _______ ---- __ ----_------------------
Minnesota ______ --- _______ --------------------
New MexicO--------------------------------
Colorado ___ ---------------------------------

~0~-~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Texas ______ -----------------------------------
Idaho _______________ --------------------------

~~~i:==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~~~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Arizona_ _____________________________________ _ 

Nevada.. ____ ----------------------------------Utah ____ ----- ______ ----_____________________ _ 

Ohio _____ ------------------------------------
Kentucky_-----------------------------------

~~i~_-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Oregon ___ ------------------------------ _____ _ 
Arkansas. ________ -------_--------------------

~~1~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Georgia __ -----------------------------------
Washington_------------------------------ __ 
Alabama ___ ----------------------------------
North Carolina.-----------------------------
Tennessee ___ ---------------------------------
Delaware. __________ ---_----_---_------- __ -- __ 
California __ -------------------------------- __ 
Maryland. _____ -------·-________ --------------
Florida _______ ------_______ ------ _____ ---- ___ _ 
New York-----------------------------------_ 

~k~:r;~~~~================================== Pennsylvania _____________ ----_------- _______ _ 
Vermont. __ ---------------------------------
New I ersey -----------------------------------1\tfaine. ____________ -------___________________ _ 

New Hampshire------------------------------
M assachu...<:etts __ ---------- ____ ---------- ____ -_ 
West Virginia __ -----------------------------
Rhode Island---------------------------------

Farm pop- Payments dis- Per 
nlation tribnted capita 

397,294 
390,205 
204.594 
997,906 
707,196 
585,701 
895,349 
158,631 
282,827 
75, 152 

999,249 
2, 352,272 

186, 365 
1, 024,090 

881,054 
813,007 

1, 114, 484 
98,995 
16,441 

115,713 
1, 013,229 
1,176, 524 

782,394 
830,656 
223,667 

1, 119,464. 
916,471 

1,358,843 
1, 418, 514 

304,737 
1, 340,277 
1, 599,918 
1, 215,4.52 

46,530 
620,506 
237,456 
278,981 
719, 929 
96,770 

950,757 
856,694 
112,904 
131,096 
170,995 
62,850 

123,255 
449,114 
16,477 

$21, 798, 559. 69 
16, 348, 525. 36 
7, 236, 334. 70 

28, 876, 353. 58 
19, 743, 014. 01 
15, 053, 701.35 
18, 858. 678. 35 
3, 158, 484. 39 
5, 455, 598. 7 4 
1, 366, 915. 56 

17, 397,012. 17 
38, 242, 684. 89 
2, 981, 895. 55 

15, 234, 118. 25 
12, 351, 596. ()() 
11,096,417.12 
13, 684, 111. 29 
1, 190, 544. 24 

179,797.80 
1, 234, 587. 60 

10,355, 978. 82 
11. 698, 491. 84 

7, 589, 229. 17 
!\ 069, 099. 16 
2, 087, 715. 98 

11,078, 720.17 
8, 253, 557. 07 

12, 044, 652. 63 
12, 390, 486. 97 

2, 654,175.85 
11, 64.8, 823. 55 
12, 932, 333. 06 

9, 066, 180. 97 
343,288. ()() 

4, 448, 359. 69 
1, 502, 835. 99 
1, 588, 026. 93 
3, 2"29, 486. 72 

412,887.21 
3, 517, 093. 90 
3, 122,755.28 

344,928.45 
377, 397.71 
404,919.64. 
124,484.74 
244,831.38 
759, 477.73 

16,464.09 

$54..86 
41.89 
35.37 
28.93 
27.91 
27.40 
21.06 
19.91 
19.29 
18.18 
17.31 
16.25 
15.83 
14.'irl 
14.01 
13.64. 
12.27 
12.03 
10.93 
10.67 
10.22 
9. 94 
9. 70 
9. 70 
9. 33 
9. 18 
9.00 
8.86 
8. 74 
8. 71 
8. 69 
8. 08 
7.45 
7.37 
7.17 
6. 34 
5.69 
4.48 
4. 26 
3.69 
3.64. 
3. 05 
2.88 
2.36 
1. 98 
1. 98 
1. 69 
. 99 

The two tables presented heretofore show in brief how the 
major part of $2,000,000,000 was distributed, but tables give 
no inkling of the political struggles behind the scenes which 
have caused many defections from the ranks of the New 
Deal. 

At this point in our story it is fitting to mention that while 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act was ostensibly passed as a 
means to relieve an acute agricultural situation, by some 
mysterious means a rider was tacked on the act before its 
final passage in the Senate which gave the President authority 
to devalue the dollar, to issue $3,000,000,000 in greenbacks, 
to buy silver as a monetary reserve, and to otherwise change 
the whole monetary system of the Federal Government. 
This rider, more than the original act itself, has since 1933 
been the controlling element in national financing, not only 
for the farmer but for the entire Nation. 

GEORGE PEEX 

With the passage of the act differences of opinion arose in 
the Department of Agriculture as to how the act should be 
administered. 

George N. Peek, who became the first administrator, but 
resigned December 11, 1933, in a recent book said: 

There is no use in mincing words. The A. A. A. became a means 
of buying the farmer's birthright as a preliminary to breaking down 
the whole individualistic system of the country. 

Peek also charged after his resignation that Secretary Wal
lace and his aides were about to make "remittance men" out 
of the farmers. He stated the principal reason for his 
resignation as follows: 

I could not then or now willingly be a party to seeing control 
of the land of the farmers taken from them and put at the disposal 
of a Washington bureaucracy. 

Whether there is any merit to Mr. Peek's objections to the 
methods adopted in administering the A. A. A. during the last 
4 years, sufficient to note at this time that through this 
activity the employees of the Department have grown in 
number until in July this year there were 101,551 employees 
on the active pay rolls of the Department. 

MORE HISTORY OF A. A. A. 

About a month before the Agricultural Adjustment Act was 
passed and became a law a group of the President's advisers 
in the Department of Agriculture began forming plans for the 
administration of the act. 

Among these advisers were Frederick P. Lee, who actually 
drew the bill, and Mordecai Ezekiel, who assisted him. 
Ezekiel conceived the plan of getting up about 500,000,000 
printed forms so as to secure information about the agricul
tural situation. These forms were to cost an estimated five or 
six hundred thousand dollars. This idea of printed forms 
seemed to be uppermost in the minds of some of those closely 
connected with A. A. A. policies, for in submitting, on June 
19, 1936, a report to the Secretary of the Senate, Secretary 
Wallace included a letter of submittal from the Acting- Ad
ministrator of A. A. A., J. B. Hutson, wherein it was revealed 
that-

Since the Agricultural Adjustment program was first initiated 
a total of nearly 24,000,000 individual checks have been issued 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act. The number of indi
vidual contracts on file in the rental and benefit audit section 
was 8,013,055 on May 15, 1936. About 60,000,000 individual tabu
lation cards are in the files, recording the information on contracts 
and payments. 

The 60,000,000 cards casually mentioned were only a small 
part of the factory-like set-up which prevailed throughout 
the entire A. A. A. organization. 

Early in the organization of the A. A. A. offices in Wash
ington machines were substituted for men wherever possi
ble. The machines, which could not be purchased outright, 
were rented on a monthly basis for $19,000 per month. 
Thus in 4 years nearly a million dollars was spent for 
mechanical devices in the A. A. A. statistical factory. This 
factory-like set-up is now gone and the work of assembling 
statistical information, together with the work of distribut
ing checks is done in a routine fashion. Which is all a 
prelude to the facts that while $2,204,617,644 has been ex
pended through the A. A. A. to April30 this year, $120,000,000 
went for administrative expenses, $50,000,000 having been 
spent in Washington alone. 

In addition to the help extended to the farmers through 
A. A. A., it is mentionable that during the same period the 
Farm Credit Administration has made loans which are still 
outstanding amounting to over $3,000,000,000. Thus a large 
portion of farm credit has been shifted during the last 4 
years from the small local banks to an auxiliary of the 
Federal Government. 

REGULAR EXPENDITURES OF THE DEPARTMENT 

While a large part of the money distributed to farmers 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act may be classified as 
extraordinary expenses of the Department of Agriculture, it 
is almost an impossibility to separate certain items of expense 
from the whole in an intelligent manner. To present a 
clearer picture of the situation, we will return briefly to a 
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discussion of the regular activities of the Department and 
the relation as a whole to the economic production of 
agriculture. 

A BIT OF HISTORY 

In the early days of the Republic agriculture was not 
much of a political or national problem. Land was plenti
ful and cheap. As late as 1833 more than 3,856,000 acres of 
land in the States of Ohio, Indiana, lllinois, Missouri, Ala
bama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and the Territories of Florida, 
Michigan, and Arkansas were sold to settlers for $3,967,000, 
only slightly over $1 an acre. As the population was rel
atively agricultural in 1833, there was no great industrial de
mand for food products, consequently the Nation was able to 
export large quantities of meats, grains, tobacco, and cotton. 

These agricultural products made up more than $55,000,000 
of the total of $70,000,000 of exports in 1833. 

In these early days the Agricultural Department of the 
Government functioned as a commission under the jurisdic
tion of the Commissioner of Patents. Tilis status was main
tained until shortly after the Civil War, when the Depart
ment achieved the status of a separate bureau. 

It might have remained as such for many years were it 
not for the activities of the National Grange. 

As late as 1876 the then Commissioner of Agriculture 
declared the principal function of the Department was to 
distribute seeds and literature, and he maintained that this 
distribution could well be handled by the Congressmen them
selves. Thus it was that for many years each Congressman 
was allotted a generous quota of seeds for free distribution 
and also several hundred bound copies of the Department's 
annual report for mailing to selected constituents. 

The seed distribution was dispensed with during the World 
War and has never since been revived, but the distribution of 
Agricultural Yearbooks is still the vogue and each Congress
roan is allowed an annual quota of 400 copies, wrapped, 
ready for mailing under his personal frank. 

When the Congress met in special session November 15 
few of the Members knew that it was through the persistent 
efforts of the Grange that the Department of Agriculture 
was elevated to Cabinet rank by Grover Cleveland in 1889. 
Norman J. Coleman, a native Missourian and former mas
ter of Potomac Union, No. 1, of Washington, D. C., of the 
Grange, was named the first Secretary in the President's 
Cabinet, February 13, 1889. Coleman served but 3 weeks, 
when he was succeeded by Jeremiah M. Rusk, of Wisconsin. 
Rusk was succeeded March 6, 1893, by J. Sterling Morton, of 
Nebraska. Morton was succeeded by James Wilson, of Iowa, 
who served 16 years, until March 5, 1913. Wilson was suc
ceeded by David Houston, another Missourian, who served 
until January 31, 1920, when President Wilson named E. T. 
Meredith, of Iowa, agricultural publisher, to the post. 
Meredith served until March 5, 1921, when the office went 
to his neighbor and business rival, the late Henry Wallace, 
father of the present Secretary. Henry Wallace died Octo
ber 25, 1924, and the post was temporarily filled by Howard 
Gore, of West Virginia, who had been Assistant Secretary. 
Gore gave way to William M. Jardine, of Kansas, March 5, 
1925, and he was succeeded by Arthur M. Hyde, of Missouri, 
who served until succeeded by the present Secretary, Henry 
A. Wallace. This Henry Wallace is the eleventh Secretary 
of Agriculture to hold a position in the President's Cabinet. 

Modern history in the Department of Agriculture begins 
with the year 1917, with David Houston in the Secre
tary's office. In that year the total agricultural production 
amounted to approximately $14.000,000,000. 

By comparison, the total expenditures of the National Gov
ernment were but slightly over $2,000,000,000. But this ratio 
was soon to be disrupted by American entrance into the 
World War. By 1919 agricultural production had increased 
in value to almost $18,000,000,000, but Government expendi
tures were greater by more than a billion. 

The relation of agricultural production to Government 
expenditures during the last 20 years is graphically illus
trated by a chart accompanying this article and the statis
tical table to go with chart No. 1. 

Year 

1916--------------------------------------
1917-------------------------------------·--- --
1918----------------------------------------
1919.--------------------------------------
1920------- -----------------------------------
1921.---------------------------------------
1922. -----------------------------------------
1923------------------------------------------
1924_------------------------------------------
1925- ------------------------------- -----------
1926_---------- --------------------------------
1927------------------------------------------
1928_ ---------- ----------- --------------------
1929------------------------------------------
1930-------------------------------------------
1931_----------------------------------------
1932_ ------------------------------ ------------
1933_ ------------------------------------------
1934---------------------------- ~-- ------------
1935-------------------------------------------
1936_ ------------------------------------------
1937-------------------------------------------

Estimated value Federal Govern-
farm produo- ment expendi-

tion tures 

$10, 369, 000, 000 
13,949,000,000 
16, 504, 000, 000 
17,677,000,000 
a, 811, oco, ooo 
10, 268, 000, ()()() 
11, 211, 000, 000 
12, 382, 000, 000 
12, 219, 000, 000 
13, 034, 000, 000 
12,985,000,000 
10,016,000,000 
10, 289, 000. 000 
10, 479, 000, 000 
8, 451, 000, 000 
5, 899, 000, 000 
4, 328, 000, 000 
4, 955, 000, 000 
5, 792, 000, 000 
6, 507, 000, ()()() 
7, 578,000,000 
8, 575, 000, ()()() 

$741,997,000 
2, 086, 042, 000 

13, 791, 908, 000 
18,952,141,000 
6, 141,745,000 
4, ~. 713, 000 
3, 195. 685, 000 
3, 244, 717, ()()() 
2, 946, 40:1, 000 
2, 464, 1611, 000 
3, 030,387, ()()() 
3, 001, 837, 000 
3, 071, 409, ()()() 
3, 322, 619, 000 
3, 392,077, ()()() 

13, 987' 434, 521 
I 4, 813, 922, 598 
I 3, 804, 425, 295 
I 7, 105,050, OM 
I 7, 375,825, 165 

I 10, 584, 732, 693 
I 9, 118, 399, 223 

I From table compiled by Representative TABER, of New York, a member of the 
House .Appropriations Committee. 

Crop values taken from Statistical .Abstract, United States, 1931, table 612, 
p. 699, and from report of Department of .Agriculture, Sept. 14, 1937. 

Federal Government expenditures taken from Statistical Abstract of 1930 and 
from the Appendix of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 75th Cong., 1st sess., p. 2408. 

From the chart it will be noticed that only once in the 
last 5 years has agricultural production exceeded govern
mental spending. That was in 1933, the first year of the 
New Deal. Again, by referring to the chart, it will be seen 
that the slump in agricultural commodity prices which set 
in almost at the beginning of Herbert Hoover's adminh;tra
tion was definitely halted during 1933. Whether or not this 
halting was due to natural circumstances or the plow-under
and-kill program instituted under the A. A. A. is a matter 
susceptible to various interpretations. It is an admitted fact 
that none of the backers of A. A. A. claimed that the enter
prise would be either self-supporting or a sound business 
enterprise. It seems but little of business philosophy had 
entered into the early plans for A. A. A., for it cannot be 
maintained that it is good business to destroy food when 
millions are hungry, nor is it good business to borrow money 
from the bankers to pay farmers for not producing foods 
which later were imported in large quantities from foreign 
countries. However, regardless of either philosophy or busi
ness considerations, the A. A. A. paid to have the cotton 
plowed under without avail, and in 1933 they instituted the 
program under which 221,149 brood sows, 1,083,650 pigs, 
weighing from 70 to 100 pounds, were brought up and proc
essed for relief distribution, and, in addition, 5,105,067 little 
pigs too small for food purposes were purchased and slaugh .. 
tered. These little pigs were either converted into fertilizer 
or, as happened in East St. Louis, thrown bodily into the 
Mississippi River. Tilis entire program of plowing under 
and killing cost the taxpayers directly more than $20,000,000 
for the pigs alone. This program was put into effect just 
1 year ahead of one of the worst droughts in the last 30 
years. The consumers of pork and pork products are still 
paying for this economic mistake. 

THE FIRST PROGRAM 

From the preceding events it will be seen that the A. A. A. 
entered into its existence with a destructive program in 
hand. The first 3 years of A. A. A. might well be classed as 
the destructive years, for during this time the farmer was 
led into a program of crop restriction and food destruction 
which also almost destroyed his own economic independence, 
for as the Government grew more lavish in its expenditures, 
so, too, the farmer grew more expectant and more dependent 
on A. A. A. checks. The more recent program, based on 
the conservation of soil resources, is the constructive phase 
of A. A. A. to date. 

BEFORE ROOSEVELT 

Before President Roosevelt took office the Government had 
experimented with the agricultural problem in several ways, 
but no great sums of money were involved in these experi .. 
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ments. The greatest sum heretofore spent by the Depart
ment was in 1932 when the expenditures totaled $318,000,000. 
The relation of expenditures by the Department of Agri
culture to the total agricultural production in the decade 
from 1928 to 1937 is shown by chart No. 2 and the table 
accompanying it. 
SPECIAL TABLE No. 2--Table shawing Nation's agricultura'L income 

by years from 1928-37, with expenditures of the Department of 
Agriculture for each year, and reduced to a percentage of the 
agricultural income 

Year 

1928 ••• ------------------------
1929--- -------------------------
1930----------------------------
1931.---------------------------
1932.--------------------------
1933.---------------------------
1934.--------------------------
1935.---------------------------
1936.---------------------------19371 __________________________ _ 

National agri
cultural income 

$10, 289, 000, ()()() 
10, 479, 000, 000 
8, 451, 000, 000 
5, 899, 000, 000 
4, 328,000,000 
4, 955, 000, ()()() 
5, 792, 000, 000 
6, 007, 000, 000 
7, 578, 000, 000 
8, 575, 000, 000 

Departmental 
expense 

$159, 914, 696. 27 
171, 147, 262. 53 
177,580, 58L 10 
296, 865, 944. 69 
318, 975,817.05 
250, 981, 139. 02 
629, 496, 822. 13 

1, 218, 705, 259. 96 
891,305, 607.03 
659, 347, 399. 04 

(1) 30, 000, 000. 00 
(2) 60, 000, 000. 00 
(3) 24, 364, 000. 00 
(4) 68,000,000.00 

Percent of 
income 

0.0155 
.0163 
.0210 
. 0503 
.0737 
.Ob06 
.1086 
.1873 
.1176 

tlOOO 

t Preliminary estimate of agricultural income by Department of Agriculture news 
release 371-38-2 dated Sept. 14, 1937. 

• Estimated. 
NO'l'ES 

Add (1). Not to exceed $30,000,000 oft he funds madesvialable under the head "PaY· 
ments for Agricultural Adjustment" in the Supplemental Appropriation A.ct, fiscal 
year 1937, also available for this purpose, for 1937. 

Add (2). Not to exceed $10,000,000 of the funds made available by the act of Aug. 
24, 1935, and $50,000,000 of the unexpended balances provided for by the act of May 
12, 1933. 

Add (3). Unobligated balances from 1936 available 1937, $24,364,000. 
Add (4). Appropriation of $68,000,000 for public highways included in general 

public works program--allocated to Department of Agriculture. 
All figures are taken from the Budget of the United States and from Department 

of Agriculture news releases. 
SPECIAL NOTB 

Appropriations of the 11.rst session orthe Seventy-fifth Congress for agricultural pur· 
poses, according to a table prepared by Congressman JOHN TABER, of New York, 
amounted to $933,783,783. · 

The estimate of Congressman CANNON of Missouri, of the appropriations and re
appropriations for the same period were $730,381,208. 

From CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Aug. 21,1937. 

From this chart and table it will be seen that where the 
Department had only $1.55 for each $100 in agricultural pro .. 
duction to spend in 1928, it is now spending at a rate almost 
600 percent greater. 

WHAT HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED 

While the farmers' income has undoubtedly -been raised, 
both through crop-control methods and by the ·distribution 
of Government largesse in the form of benefit checks, the 
farm problem is today as acute as ever. Most of the gains 
to agriculture have again been absorbed in rising land values, 
With its attendant tax burden and the increasing costs of 
farm labor, machinery, and imple~ents, as well as those 
articles of consumption which the farmer must buy in the 
market. The rising consumer goods cost are not confined 
alone to city folks. The farmer eventually pays in propor
tion to the increased costs of his commodities ta the city 
consumers. 

Besides costing the Federal Government more than $3,-
000,000,000 in the last 4 years, the program initiated under 
the A. A. A. has in all probability cost the domestic consumer 
an added $5,000,000,000 in increased food costs during the 
last 4 years. This increase is most notable in the cost of 
meats which have been increased as much as 100 percent in 
some communities. Meats and animal products, such as 
butter, milk, and cheese, make up a large part of the average 
meal in most of America. The production and processing 
of meats and dairy products constitute two of our largest 
industries as well as making up two of our major farm crops. 
The annual consumption of these two food commodities runs 
well over $4,000,000,000 annually. While the cost of our food 
has advanced approximately 28.7 percent in. the past 5 years, 
rise in meats has been much greater than the average, the 
estimated increase to consumers amounting to more than a 
billion and a half a year. 

BREAD 

Bread, ·which also makes up a part of the average familTS 
staple diet, has taken a. slow upturn which has increased the 

Nation's bread bill by more than $100,000,000 a year.. Prac
tically every product which the A. A. A. attempted to control, 
with the exception of sugar, is costing the consumer more, 
although in many instances, the supply far exceeds all nor
mal demands. 

WHERE PART OF THE MONEY WENT 

While the moneys appropriated by the last three Con
gresses have for the most part been spent and the agricul
tural problem is still unsolved, it is appropriate at this time 
to mention a few of the specific expenditures which it seems 
might normally have been curtailed. 

Permit me to refer first to the enormous sums which have 
been spent by the Department of Agriculture for "travel 
expense." 

In 1936 this sum amounted to $7,702,141. 
The distribution is shown by a special table which also 

accounts for an additional $1,104,133 spent by the Depart
ment in the same .Year for the "transportation of things." 
Table showing expenditures of the Department of Agriculture for 

travel expense in the fiscal year 1936, distributed. by offices and 
buream 

Distribution: 
Secretary's office and departmentaL--------------- $375, 711 
VVeather BureaU---------------------------------- 26,138 
Bureau of Animal Industry------------------------ 2, 223, 564 
Bureau of Dairy Industry_________________________ 10,094 
Bureau of Plant IndustrY-------------------------- 198, 150 
Forest Service------------------------------------ 951,489 
Bureau of Chemistry and Soil_____________________ 85, 265 
Bureau of Entomology, etc________________________ 664, 393 
Bureau of Biological SurveY----------------------- 297,387 
Bureau of Public Roads--------------------------- 320, 944 
Bureau of Agricultural Engineering_______________ 29, 502 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics ___ :______________ 388, 702 
Bureau of Home Economics_______________________ 2, 531 
Enforcement of Commodity Exchange Act_________ 4, 659 
Food and Drug Administration____________________ 115, 314 

- Soil Conservation Service_________________________ 911, 103 
Miscellaneous travel expenses ______________________ 1, 097, 165 

-. 
Total for all bureaus, 1936--------------.,.------- 7, 702, 1U 

Table showing expenditures of Department of Agriculture for trans
portation of things in the fiscal yeat 1936, distributed. by office& 
and bureaus 

Distribution: 
Secretary's office and departmentaL---------------
VVeather Bureau ___ ·-------------------------------Bureau of Animal IndUBtry ______________________ _ 
Bureau of Dairy Industry ________________________ _ 

Bureau of Plant IndustrY------------------------
Forest Service----------------------------------
Bureau of Chemistry and Soil _______________ _: ____ _ 
Bureau of Entomology, etc _______________________ _ 

Bureau of Public Roads---------------------------Bureau of Agricultural Engineering _______________ _ 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics ________________ _ 
Bureau of Home Economics _______________________ _ 
Enforcement of Commodities Exchange Act ________ _ 
Soil Conservation Service ________________________ _ 
Miscellaneous expenditures; transportation of things_ 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration __________ _ 

$55,486 
29,682 
45,698 

4,009 
40,152 

290,925 
3,866 

183,563 
30,229 
4,356 

44,483 
373 
470 

170,751 
1,654 

68,533 

Total !or transportation of things ___________ :_ ___ 1, 104, 133 

Besides this huge sum spent for travel and transportation, 
the Department of Agriculture own and operate an undeter
mined number of motor-driven vehicles. 

FIFTY THOUSAND MOTOR VEHICLES 

While there are motor vehicles with Department of Agri
culture identification plates on them numbered at more than 
56,000, no accurate figures are a.vailable at the Department 
as to the total number of motor-driven vehicles now in opera~ 
tion. The publicity staff at the Department recently issued 
the following tentative count as of December 31, 1936: 

4, 167 passenger-carrying vehicles. 
84 station wagons. 

4 busses. 
35, 000 motor trucks, tractor trucks, tractors, etc. 

626 trailers and semitrailers. 
25 motorcycles. 

39, 963 admitted motor vehicles. 

New motor cars and motor vehicles purchased from appro
priations during 1937 are not included in this figure. 
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It is conceivable that economies might have been effected 

in both the purchase and operation of motor vehicles without 
seriously impairing the welfare of the average farmer. 

LAND PURCHASE 

Up to June 30, 1937, approximately 9,100,000 acres of sub
marginal and forest lands have been purchased by various 
agencies of the Department at an average cost of $4.85 per 
acre. The land cost roughly approximated $50,000,000. As 
a second phase in this land acquisition and use program, the 
Department embarked on a development program which 
from November 15, 1935,- to April 10, 1937, furnished employ
ment to as many as 51,000 relief workers who built roads, 
planted trees, constructed water-impounding dams, and per
formed other work. This development program cost the Gov
ernment more than $39,000,000, or at the rate of $658 per 
man-year of employment. 

RESETTLEMENT PROJECTS 

The Department of Agriculture during 1936 was given com
plete jurisdiction over the Resettlement Administration 
which started up as an independent establishment under the 
direction of Rexford G. Tugwell, who had been Under Sec
retary of Agriculture. 

The Resettlement Administration, which has recently be
come the Farm Security Administration, has been for sev
eral years the target of Senator BYRD, of Virginia, who has 
charged gross waste and extravagance in the construction 
of homes, both on the subsistence homestead projects and 
in the suburban resettlement projects at Greenbelt, near 
Washington, D. C.; Greenfields, near Milwaukee, Wis., and 
Greenhills, near Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Senator BYRD made a thorough check of the moneys spent 
on all the _projects and placed figures in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
REcORD showing the average unit cost of housing a family 
at Greenbelt, Md., was well over $16,000. 

As a striking example of how money was poured into the 
homestead projects, Penderlea Homesteads, N. C., will serve 
as an illustration. 

PENDERLEA HOMESTEADS, N. C. 

Penderlea Homesteads consists of an original tract of 
4,550 acres in Pender County, which is situated in the south
ern part of the State on the Atlantic _coast. The land was 
purchased at a cost of $7.10 an acre. On this land 142 
houses for farm homesteaders have been erected. The av
erage farmstead consists of a 20-acre tract, improved with a 
four- to six-room frame house, a chicken house with fenced
in chicken run, a barn, a movable hog house, and a pump 
house. 

Each house is equipped with a complete built-in bath, 
kitchen cabinet, sewerage system with septic tank, a water 
system with electric pump, pressure tank, and hot-water 
facilities. 

All the farmsteads are thoroughly modern and well above 
the average accommodations of the farmers of North Caro
lina or any of the neighboring Southern States. The par
ticular feature of this activity is the fact that these expensive 
improvements are being placed on land costing only $7.10 
an acre, when, by contrast, the Department is engaged in 
buying up land in this price class in all parts of the Nation 
as part of the land-retirement program. 

MONEY SPENT IN ADVANCE OF LAND ACQUISITION 

Quite frequently in the Resettlement Administration large 
sums were spent in land-use improvements prior to the 
Government acquiring title to the lands. As an example of 
this policy it is appropriate to mention the Shelby Forest 
project in the State of Tennessee. 

On June 30, 1936, the Resettlement Administration re
ported they had accepted options on 9,688 acres of land for 
the project at an estimated cost ~f $141,874. Prior to this 
date 444 relief clients had been employed on the project at a 
total cost of $142,878, although the Federal Government had 
not taken title to one single acre of the tract. 

BIG CHECKS, LITTLE CHECKS 

A special phase of the spending of the A. A. A. which is 
worthy of special mention before passing to a further discus
sion of the future possibilities of legislation and spendings is 
the manner 1n which rental and benefit checks were dis-

tributed. As previously told, more than 24,000,000 checks 
were distributed during the first 3 years of the program. 
These checks went to approximately 3,000,000 farmers and 
1,000,000 tenants and sharecroppers. Included in the 3,000,000 
farmers are certain groups mentioned as "agricultural in
terests." These groups include, besides the ordinary dirt 
farmer operating an individual farm, corporate farmers, 
banks, trust companies, insurance companies, and even State 
governments. 

In the wide distribution of the moneys paid out under the 
direction of A. A. A. many large checks, varying in amount 
from $10,000 to upward of a million dollars, have found 
their way into the coffers of large plantation owners, corpo
rate producers of beet and cane sugar, producers of cotton 
and tobacco, and also to the tills of insurance companies and 
banks with large real-estate holdings, 

The small checks, incidentally, went to the tenant farmers 
and the sharecroppers. Many checks issued were for amounts 
well under a single dollar. 

As a striking illustration of the careless system under which 
payments were distributed, regardless of all the millions of 
cards on file, there is the case of B. F. Abbott, of Granite 
City, ill., who owns a small farm in Stoddard County, Mo. 
In 1936 Abbott received a check for $4.18 as his share for 
cooperating in the crop-restriction program of 1935. 

In 1936, in accordance with the soil-conservation practice, 
Mr. Abbott planted 8 acres of his farm in Missouri to lespe
deza and 4 acres to red top. On August 9, 1937, Mr. Abbott 
received check No. 214,923 in the amount of 20 cents in pay
ment for his soil-building practice, as evidenced by schedule 
44, 103-16a. The check was mailed from the Stoddard 
County Agricultural Conservation Association, was signed by 
Cecil Thorn, treasurer, A. C. A., and mailed from Bloom
field, Mo. 

On receipt of the check for 20 cents Mr. Abbott promptly 
wrote a St. Louis newspaper, requesting: 

Will you kindly find out where this money is going, and why? 

Another incident concerning the distribution of checks was 
related by a man who owns an island in the Tennessee River. 
This man reports that quite unexpectedly and without any 
solicitation whatsoever, a check for more than $80 was re
ceived last year. 

As no arrangements had been made, no soil-conservation 
or crop-control methods put in practice, the propriety of ac
cepting the check was debated. He finally deposited it in a 
Tennessee bank with the consoling thought that everyone else 
was doing it. 

Among the recipients of large checks in 1937 was the Delta 
Pine & ·Land Co., opera~rs of plantations in Bolivar County, 
Miss. The check for 1937 amounted to $60,388. In 1936 
this company received checks totaling $114,840. The Delta 
Pine & Land Co. is a British syndicate. The manager of 
the company is Oscar Johnston, former finance director of 
the original A. A. A. and later manager of the Government 
Cotton Producers Pool, which has been liquidated. It seems 
quite ironical that Mr. Johnston is still listed as one of the 
directors of the Commodity Credit Corporation and also vice 
president of this independent establishment of which Henry 
A. Wallace is also a director. 

To list all of the large checks that have gone to banks and 
insurance companies would require too much space, but these 
instances are given to remind the reader that millions of 
taxpaying Americans will be interested in the answer to Mr. 
Abbott's question, "Will you kindly find out where this 
money is going, and why?" 

WHAT IN THE FUTURE FOR AGRICULTURE? 

The kind of prosperity we want is the sound and permanent 
kind which is not built up temporarily at the expense of any sec
tion or group. (F. D. R., fireside chat, October 12, 1937.) 

The only commitment which binds Congress to a considera
tion of farm legislation is a joint resolution passed during the 
closing hours of the last session. 

According to Secretary Henry A. Wallace, this joint resolu
tion pledges the Congress to legislation which will-

Protect the food supplies of the consumer against drought by 
an ever-normal granary, and to bring greater stab111ty to farm. , 
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income by commodity loans, and when the ever-normal granary 
overfiows, by "control of surpluses." 

In the discussions in the House of Representatives before 
the passage of the joint resolution, Congressman MARVIN 
JoNEs, of Texas, chairman of the House Agricultural Com
mittee, denied the resolution would pledge the Members to 
any specific program. 

Minority Leader SNELL expressed the opinion in the reso
lution-

Is nothing but an alibi for the purpose of soft-soaping the farmers 
to make them think that sometime they are going to get something, 
and an excuse of the present administration for not doing anything 
for the American farmer. 

Among others in the House who opposed the resolution 
was Congressman GERALD BoiLEAU, of Wisconsin, who said 
of the resolution: 

I submit to you-it is a new low in legislation. 

In the Senate the resolution was the subject of an inter
esting discussion during which Senator BENNETT C. CLARK, 
of Missouri, inquired whether or not the Commodity Credit 
Corporation could not be used to perform all the functions 
envisioned in the resolution. However, Senator CLARK also 
said: 

So far as I am concerned from my experience with the Commod
ity Credit Corporation and from the experience of other Senators, 
I would not trust the Commodity Credit Corporation as far as I 
can throw this desk to carry out the purposes of the act. The 
fact is t hat the Commodity Credit Corporation has deliberately 
violated the purposes for which it was created. 

With all the discussions the joint resolution finally passed 
both Houses of Congress and is the tie which binds the Mem
bers to action at the special session. What this action will 
be can be further visualized from the remarks of Secretary 
Wallace in his radio forum speech at New York, October 5, 
1937. In this address Wallace said: 

• • • On the other hand, use of voluntary control costs the 
United States Treasury more money than the use of compulsory 
control. The plan which will give the maximum of income to 
farmers at the least cost to the Federal Treasury is one which 
involves high loan values and frequent use of compulsory con
trol. 

We can get a better idea of what Mr. Wallace has in mind 
for agriculture from another pronouncement in the same 
address. He said: 

It might be well worth while for both farm and city people to 
debate during the months immediately ahead as to whether the 
maximum national welfare can be attained year after year by the 
use of the ever-normal granary built largely on moderate loans 
and voluntary control through the incentive of conservation and 
adjustment payments or, in an ever-normal granary built largely on 
higher loans and compulsory control of the surplus, but requiring 
less expenditure of Government funds. With the world situation 
as it is today, I think we shall have to choose one or the other. 

This indicates that above all things Mr. Wallace is com
mitted to an ever-normal granary under any circumstances 
and that his view of agriculture, like other views of leaders 
in the administration, is conditioned not entirely upon 
national affairs, but rather upon international economics. 
Mr. Wallace's plan, either way, is but another step toward 
the full regimentation of the farmer. 

The present bill is very complicated, and its passage would 
further complicate the agricultural situation by injecting 
new regimentary and supervisory features. The basic weak
ness of the Jones bill is in the attempt to set, first, "parity" 
prices for agricultural products equivalent to the purchasing 
power of such agricultural products as obtained between 
August 1909 and July 1914; and, second, to establish "parity" 
of income for the farmer based on net income during the 
same period of time. 

This feature of the act could only work were we living in 
a static world, and were the people of the United States able 
to control the habits and production of agricultural com
modities in other countries. However, the regimentary 
features of the bill may run afoul of the Supreme Court 
were the bill made law. The Supreme Court in the Hoosac 
Mills decision January 6, 1936, held that benefit payments 
and processing-tax provisions of the A. A. A. invaded the 

rights reserved to the States and were unconstitutional. The 
Court declared: 

The act invades the reserved rights of States. It is a. statutory 
plan to regulate and control agricultural production, a matter 
beyond the power delegated to t.he Federal Government. The tax, 
the appropriation of funds raised, and the direction for their dis
bursement, are parts of the plan. They are but means to an 
unconstitutional end. 

The Court further declared: 
The same proposition otherwise stated is that powers not 

granted are prohibited. None to regulate agricultural production 
is given, and therefore legislation by Congress for that purpose is 
forbidden. 

A study of both the bill and Secretary Wallace's plans for 
an ever-normal granary indicate that neither present any 
situation which would materially differ from that which was 
declared impossible of control by Federal legislation under 
the Constitution. 

In fact, it is plain that any form of compulsory control, 
with or without loans, if enacted into law, will be certain to 
find stiff resistance in the courts. 

RESISTANCE AND OPPOSITION 

Wheeler McMillan, editor of an agricultural journal, 
sounded the keynote of the opposition as he followed Secre
tary Wallace on the radio forum, October 5, 1937. McMillan 
summarized his view in the following words: 

The ever-normal granary appears to propose a compound that 
includes the worst blunders of the Federal Farm Board (1929-33) 
and the primary fallacies of the A. A. A. 

There are too many sound construction policies, measures that 
would unquestionably benefit both American consumers and 
American farmers, to justify venturing further into courses such 
as the ever-normal granary. 

One of the principal groups of organized farmers who 
oppose the ever-normal-granary plan and regimentation is 
the National Grange. 

In a radio address at Columbus, Ohio, October 16, the 
national master of the Grange, L. J. Taber, said: 

We all can now agree that it 1s fortunate that the proposed bills 
introduced 1n the last session of Congress, with their regimenta
tion and their penal ties, were not adopted. 

That the Grange proposes to proceed strictly under the 
Constitution can be understood from another declaration by 
Mr. Taber: 

The Grange will ever support cooperation and ever fight un
necessary regimentation. 

The Grange has declared also for "an economics for agri
culture of balanced abundance rather than balanced 
scarcity." 

Along with the Grange in opposing Mr. Wallace's plans 
Will be found the members and representatives of the 
Farmers' Educational and Cooperative Union of America, 
known as the Farmers' Union. Practically every member of 
this organization is a real dirt farmer, acquainted through 
first-hand contact with all the problems of mortgages, ten
antry, and droughts. 

The Farmers' Union has recently charged the Department 
of Agriculture with issuing crop and income forecasts that 
are "misleading and deceptive", in that they do not reflect 
actual farm conditions but give the public the impression 
the farmers are better off than they really are. The 
Farmer's Union claim the huge drop in farm mortgages is 
due in fact and to the fact that many farmers have given 
up their homes and land, and not because they paid up 
their old obligations. Under new ownership, the Farmers' 
Union points out, the land became free of mortgage indebted
ness in many instances simply by the process of the mort
gage holder taking title. 

A third group expected to present considerable opposition 
to any regimentary form of agricultural bill is the newly 
formed National Process Tax Recovery Association. 

NATIONAL PROCESS TAX RECOVERY ASSOCIATION 

The members of the National Process Tax Recovery As
sociation are interested in the passage of a joint resolution 
introduced at the last session of Congress by Senator 
FaAziEa and Representative Wn.LIAM LEMKE, both of North 
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Dakota. This resolution <H. J. Res. 474) would give all 
farmers who did not receive rental or benefit checks under 
the corn-hog program of the outlawed section of A. A. A., 
an opportunity, within the next 5 years, of filing and per
fecting claims for an amount equal to the differential paid 
to those who benefited from the program. 

The members of the recovery association claim that fully 
one-half of all corn and hog producers received no bene
fits. They take the position that while those who received 
checks were but a party to an unconstitutional and there
fore unlawful arrangement, all farmers were equally en
titled to a share in the benefits accruing from the process
ing-tax collection, for they claim all farmers received equal 
prices in the markets for com and hogs. 

As before mentioned, the total amount of processing taxes 
collected was about a billion dollars. Should the Frazier
Lemke joint resolution be enacted into law, there remains 
the possibility of many millions of dollars being paid out to 
wipe the slate clean of a situation which was not forseen 
at the time A. A. A. was planned. 

In the face of estimated annual costs for the ever-normal
granary plan, the President has let it be known that he will 
not support any plan which will greatly exceed in cost the 
present Soil Conservation Act, which has been under $500,-
000,000 a year. 

BEFORE THE CONGRESS MET 

George N. Peek in a recent book said of the original Agri
cultural Adjustment Act: 

The farm organizations had very little to do with the b111, and 
it involved some new principles which they knew nothing about 

It was under this act that billions have been spent in a 
series of sweeping innovations intended to control conditions 
in agriculture which for the most part are beyond human 
regulation. 

Authorities are agreed the principal factors determining 
just what the quantity and quality of agricultural produc
tion for any one year will be are the weather and insect 
pests. 

Needless to say, the Government can exercise no control 
over one of these factors. They may combat the insects, 
they may rehabilitate and conserve the soil resources, but 
even in this work there is a limit beyond which it is both 
uneconomical and futile to go. 

FOOD HABITS CHANGIN.Q 

Agriculture, like other industries, in recent years has had 
to make various adjustments to conform to changing food 
habits on the part of the population. The farmer's food 
habits have also changed greatly in the last 20 years. Not
withstanding the efforts of the Department of Agriculture 
to help the farmer to become more self-sufficient, there is 
in many sections of the country an appreciable trend toward 
one-crop farming and a dependence on others for a sizeable 
portion of the farm food supply. 

The farmer has become a buying consumer in the Na
tion's food market. Huge piles of tin cans "behind the 
bam" on many farms bear mute evidence of a practice 
which apparently is a growing one. 

In a recent survey conducted jointly by several Washing
ton agencies of the Government it was found that among 
selected farm families in eight counties of Ke..nsas and North 
Dakota that from 21 to 31 percent of the total cash outlay 
during 1935 and 1936 was spent for food. Only native white 
farm families, both husband and wife, were included in the 
survey which was a Works Progress Administration project 
done in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the 
National Resources Committee, and the Central Statistical 
Board. This means the farmers are gradually departing 
from the old customs so well described by David Harum 
when, in answer to the question, "How do you manage to 
live in the country?" he replied, "We raise what we eat and 
we eat what we raise." 

Besides buying part of the food they consume, many 
farmers now spend at least a sizeable portion of their an
nual income for automobile maintenance. 

In many sections of the country the traveler will fre
quently see a shiny new automobile beside a farm house tbat 
seems almost unfit for human habitation. This is additional 
evidence of the changing customs of the countryside. 

CONCLUSIONs-THE PROBLEMS OF AGRICULTURE 

Excepting for four or five times in the last 150 years the 
United States has been able to produce all of its necessary 
food requirements, with the possible exception of sugar. In 
practically every year the Nation has produced an exportable 
surplus of food and of fiber products used in the manufac
ture of cloth. So America's capacity to produce her present 
food requirements is not an immediate problem. 

It has been observed that in the early days land values and 
commodity prices were relatively low. They remained low 
until shortly after the Civil War, when the Nation entered 
into a period of industrial expansion which was closely fol
lowed by the rush of immigrants to America to settle the 
remaining available public lands. 

With the coming of the automobile age and the increased 
population due to immigration and natural causes the prob
lems of agriculture became more intricate and difficult to 
solve, for transportation entered as a vital factor. While 
improved methods on the farm lowered the unit cost of agri
cultural production, these reductions and more were ab
sorbed in increased land values with the attendant tax and 
labor burdens and increased prices paid by farmers. 

Farming gradually assumed the status of a business rather 
than a vocation. Like other business it was hardly out of 
its growing pains when it began to feel the pinch of its own 
competition. · 

This self-competition is what Secretary Wallace seeks to 
regulate in his ever-normal-granary plan. 

Concededly the real problem of agriculture today is to de
vise some plan which enables the producer to make at least 
a nominal profit without sacrificing his personal liberties 
or initiative. 

When in the attempt to solve the farmers' problem the 
Government proposes either export subsidies or loans, de
pendent upon compulsory crop reductions to limit surpluses, 
either of which are payable from public moneys raised by 
any method which increases prices to the consumer, the 
farmers' problem then becomes a consumer-taxpayer prob
lem, in which everyone has a vital interest. Whether or not 
the Department of Agriculture, with its mounting expendi
tures and increasing activities, can or will render any sub
stantial contribution to the solution of these problems of 
agriculture is a question which remains unanswered. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK] 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, whenever the railroad 
companies cannot pay their executives 50 to 150 thousand 
dollars annually as salary and service charges in other cor
porations they put up a howl to the Government that they 
are operating at a loss and that many companies are in the 
hands of receivers. They demand cost of production based 
upon a salary-to-executives basis that is nothing short of 
scandalous. They ask the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion to allow them to boost their rates 15 percent so that 
they can filch another billion dollars out of the public in 
1 year. 

The funny part of this whole situation is that the raih·oads 
will get what they go after. The President, himself, who 
has posed as the people's champion for several years, has 
weakened in the face of this railroad demand and he now 
says that we must rescue the railroads. The railroads will 
get the authority to increase their rates. 

When the farmer asks for cost of production what hap
pens? Every daily newspaper goes into convulsions over 
such a fool program; Members of Congress dig into the 
records of the proceedings of mankind 3,000 years before 
Christ to find an example of fixed prices for agricultural 
products that failed at that time; the President himself pays 
no attention to the cost of production but says we must cur
tail production and if the farmers will do that they will 
receive benefit payments. That is what this bill is intending 
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to do. Instead of curtailing the amount raised, the bill 
curtails the number of acres that an individual farmer may 
sow to crops~ but in any event, it is a limiting of production. 

If and when the farmers do this limiting, they are to 
receive benefit payments, the amount of which cannot be 
divulged at this time. 

There is nothing in sight that resembles money from 
which these farmers can be paid except what has already 
been made available under the soil-conservation program, 
namely, $500,000,000. If we enacted no legislation at this 
time, this $500,000,000 will be available to farmers under the 
soil-conservation program. Are we adding any funds to this 
amount? We are not. The bill says: 

SEc. 421. (a) Beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1938, there 1s hereby authorized to be appropriated, for eac~ fiscal 
year, for the administration of this act and for the making of 
soil-conservation and other payments, such sums as Congress may 
determine, in addition to any amount made available pursuant to 
aection 15 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended. 

Such sums as Congress may appropriate! How much will 
we appropriate? Tile chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee is quoted in the newspapers as saying no new 
taxes will be added. Tile President says and has only said 
two things since this session convened that seem outstand
ing: First, no one shall starve, and second, the Budget must 
be balanced. If we are to balance the Budget, then the 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee is right when 
be says no new taxes must be added. If we are to follow this 
program, will someone rise in his place in this House and 
say what additional money the farmer is to receive that he 
is not now receiving? This time Congressman RrcH may 
well ask "Where are we going to get the money?" ·The 
committ~e has decided against a processing tax, and I think 
rightly so. The process tax always did come out of the 
farmers themselves. The farmers know that now and we 
cannot fool them by talking "processing taxes." We are not 
going to tax anything else now that we have decided to bal
ance the Budget, so what kind of an excuse can we give the 
farmers for leaving them right where they were before this 
extra session convened? 

If the farmers could share the same privileges as the rail
roads, they could save their homes. They coUld ask for and 
receive higher prices; if they could not pay their debts, they 
could go into receivership and give their creditors the "grand 
go-by"; and when everything was quiet again and the credi
tors had been bunkoed out of their claims, the court could, 
and usually does, lift the receivership, and the railroads go 
right on as before. Can a farmer do that? Not at all-the 
courts will not permit him to have a breathing spell as pro
vided in the Frazier-Lemke refinance bill. Tile Supreme 
Court has held the a.ct constitutional but many district 
courts throughout the country arbitrarily refuse to let the 
farmer into court with his petition. If the farmer goes into 
receivership the same as the railroads do, the farmer gives 
up everything and has no interest in the property. He is 
all through, while the railroads clean out their creditors and 
start all over again. 

I have said before on this floor, and I repeat it now, that 
we have no right to interfere with production. This Gov
ernment can well afford to assist the producers in the dis
tribution and orderly marketing of crops, but to interfere 
with production, unless it be to assist in producing more, is 
a philosophy that cannot stand. We never have produced 
too much-we cannot produce enough. Our trouble has 
always been, and is now, that we permit conditions to exist 
where there is widespread underconsumption. 

Everyone seems excited about the overproduction of cotton 
in the South this year. It is claimed that they have raised 
13,000,000 bales too much. They have not. They have not 
raised enough. If the people who need clothing could buy it, 
there would be no surplus in the South. In the county in 
which I Uve a survey showed a great percentage of the 
farmers who did not have mattresses to sleep on; their chil
dren were too ragged to go to school; the parents were in 
rags. Could these people use any of your cotton? 

The very Negroes in the South who labor to produce this 
great surplus of cotton do not sleep on mattresses made of 
cotton. No. There are thousands and thousands of them, 
right down in the cotton fields, with cotton bales piled all 
around them, that are sleeping on mattresses stuffed with 
hay and shucks. The trouble is the people in the South 
have not received money enough for their crop to enable 
them to purchase the cotton. they need themselves. The 
people of the North have no money with which to purchase 
the cotton that they direly need. People all over this coun
try-over 50,000,000 of them-have no money with which to 
purchase clothing. That is the trouble, and it is not and 
never has been overproduction. 

The question before us now is, What can we do now to 
change this situation? The situation is an emergency situa
tion now, for we have delayed long-range action, which is 
most desirable, until a great emergency is upon us. Will we 
sit here and see the South sold out in its cotton crop for 
half the cost of production, forcing at least a half million 
people on relief, when we assert that relief is all through? 
Will we sit here and see the northern farmers' products go 
for half the cost of production, increasing foreclosures, dis
possessions, and general ruin? We cannot do that if we are 
to respond to the pleas of the tillers of the soil. We must 
act now to stem this tide. We must, for the emergency 
period, fix a minimum price on our principal agricUltural 
products and then arrange our economic system so that this 
emergency will not happen again. 

How can permanency in agricultural life be maintained 
and the tillers of the soil guaranteed life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness? It is the easiest thing in the world to 
do if we had the courage to do it. Stop issuing bonds; stop 
paying interest to idlers who perform no worthy service and 
remove this huge annual interest charge from the back of 
the American people. Today one-third of every dollar spent 
for goods must go to pay interest. That le~ves our dollar, 
no matter who spends it, actually 66 cents. We do not get a 
dollar's worth of goods. Issue the greenbacks and call in 
these bonds and pay them. What good will it do as a per.
manent policy to fix the price of agricultural products if we 
do not stop the interest leak? 

No one will receive any of this new money who does not 
hold an obligation of the Government or who does not work 
for the money or exchange something equivalent to work. 
House bill 3297 as a permanent policy lights the way. 

There are two fundamental elements of prosperity-land 
and labor. There would be no millions idle in this country 
if the idle were allowed to use the millions and millions of 
idle acres in this country. They cannot use this land for the 
same reason they cannot buy the cotton of the South, the 
corn of Iowa and Illinois, the wheat of Kansas and the Da
kotas. Tiley have no money; their purchasing power is gone. 
Tiley used up their substance in paying interest. Interest 
has sapped their resources until they have nothing. 

H. R. 3297 will solve this problem and idle millions can be 
connected with the soil and become self-sustaining, with 
enough buying power to maintain a decent standard of living. 

I refer the Members of the House and the public generally 
to the speeches I made on the floor of this House on June 29 
and again on August 17, which fully and completely set forth 
a plan by which we could have planned for permanency in 
our whole social life. 

The gist of the financial operations under H. R. 3297 will 
result in two necessary factors in a balanced social life. 
Higher prices must be received for raw materials and better 
prices paid for labor, and at the same time fabricated mer
chandise must be reduced in price. This must happen if we 
ever do recover. We cannot take more away from the 
farmer, which increased railroad rates will do; we cannot 
reduce the price paid to labor; we must increase both if we 
are to allow the farmer and the laborer to buy back what he 
has produced. Fabricated merchandise must be bought if 
factories are to operate, and the price must be reduced to 
enable the purchasing power of the people to consume the 
goods. Can this be done? Yes; it can. How can it? It 
can be done by permitting a dollar to buy a dollar's worth 
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of merchandise. Today that dollar does not buy more than 
50 cents worth of merchandise, because one-third of the 
dollar goes to interest and one-sixth for taxes, or a trifle 
more than that. 

Any plan of action which Congress can take that does not 
seek to take care of the underdog, the man at the bottom, 
will result in failure. 

I have confidence in the farmers of this country. I do not 
believe in shackeling them with rules and regulations until 
they are not managers of their own business. They will work 
out of a bad situation if we permit them to without sending 
oily haired experts out to the farm to tell them what they 
must do. Let us start work on the job of cleaning out the 
leeches and bloodsuckers that have impeded the progress of 
the farmer and brought on a situation where the farmer is 
financially helpless. Let us clear out the interest barrier, 
the tax barrier, and free the farmer. If we do that the 
farmer will take care of himself and do it well. 

Just as long as we permit the few to use the money and 
credit of this Government for their own profit we can expect 
that the time is not far distant when this financial structure 
Will sink the people in a sea of debt and, through their im
pulse to live, they will rise up in their mights and probably 
destroy the good with the bad. 

If we really and sincerely desire to perpetuate this Govern
ment and make it respond in fact to the Declaration of Inde
pendence, we must act now and give the people of the United 
States a chance to help themselves. We cannot do it by in
creasing railroad rates while farm products sell far below the 
cost of production; we cannot do it by allowing labor to work 
for wages that will not give laborers purchasing power 
enough to assist in buying back what they themselves have 
produced. 

We have the greatest opportunity today to do something 
for the distressed of this Nation that any Congress ever had 
the chance to do. Are we equal to the job? Will we do it? 
[Applause.] 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGE]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, like a number of the rest of 
us this afternoon, I had one of those prepared speeches to 
deliver to this House, but at this late hour I am going to 
forget all about that speech. I simply want to tell you a 
story of what is going on in the South, that you may more 
clearly decide for yourselves whether this Congress should 
do something of benefit to agriculture or not. 

Ever since I have been in Washington this session, and 
quite a bit of the time during the last session, I have ·heard 
a great deal of talk about wages, and about what men should 
get for their work. I want to call your attention to what a 
laborer gets when he labors in the cotton fields, the man 
who drags the sack down the long, long rows. It is a well 
accepted fact, known to all of those who study agricultural 
economics, that the price per pound of lint cotton almost 
exactly measures the wage per hour of the agricultural 
laborers who produce that crop. We arrive at that through 
the simple formula of considering the way we handle the 
cotton crop. Throughout all the South it is customary, 
where a man rents cotton land on halves, that he gets one
half of the gross production and supplies the labor for the 
production. The landlord furnishes the teams, the tools, 
and the land, but the laborer gets one-half, whether it be in 
kind or whether it be in wages, one-half of the gross pro
duction, or 250 pounds out of each bale. 

According to all of the agricultural colleges and all those 
who have studied it, it takes 250 man-hours to produce a bale 
of cotton. That means that for every hour that man works 
he gets just what 1 pound of cotton brings on the market. 
Cotton selling at 7.90 in Waco, Tex., now, less than 8 cents a 
pound, means that the man who made that cotton crop got 
less than 8 cents an hour for his work, and they do not work 
all the time, because the average cotton farmer and the 
8.verage cotton hand only puts in a few weeks in the spring, 
lides a cultivator a few days in the summer, and picks for 
a few weeks in the fall. The average income of the citizens 
of one of my counties in the Cotton Belt in Texas this last 

year was 13 cents per day. You talk to me about what peo
ple should earn in wages! We are making 13 cents per day 
in the cotton fields. We are making less than 8 cents per 
hour for the wage of those who toil and produce that crop. 
Think of it. I just want you to think of it as man to man. 
What are you going to do about it? Are you going to sit 
idly by here and say, "We are not concerned with the prob· 
!ems of the cotton farmer''? Are you going to say that 
because, perchance, he lives only in one section of this 
Nation that you cannot be concerned about him? 

My friends, these cotton farmers make up 25 percent of 
the population of this Na.tion-30,000,000 people. What 
purchasing power can there be in those 30,000,000 people to 
buy your fabricated articles, to buy your dairy products, and 
to buy YOill' machinery? How can we purchase on an income 
of 13 cents a day? Remember that 8-cent cotton means 8 
cents an hour wages. You cannot get away from it. What 
are you going to do about it? Are you going to say, "We 
are not interested in that man?" There have been those 
who said it on this floor. Go back and think what that 
will do in your district. Do you want to open the markets 
of the South to sell your manufactured articles? Do you 
want to pass a bill that will give to 30,000,000 people buying 
power? This agricultural bill is the only possibility of giving 
the buying power. 

Frankly, I have to confess that I do not know that the 
bill which we have before us will give us the buying power 
that is necessary to furnish a market for your· products, but 
we must make an effort at this Congress to secure an agri
cultural bill that will give to the farmer not simply a living, 
but we have to go farther than that. We have to go far 
enough to say that we will increase the income of the agri
cultural regions of this Nation. Until we have increased the 
income of the agricultural regions of this Nation, you will 
not have any lasting prosperity in any section of this Na
tion. There is no way under heaven whereby you can sell 
your manufactured articles to a man who is making 13 cents 
a day. You might as well talk about selling goods on the 
pauper markets of Asia. Yet, bear in mind that the cotton 
South is within the United States. 

Of course, I cannot tell how the parliamentary situation 
will develop, but I . hope it may become possible to offer a 
complete substitute for the cotton section of this bill so 
that we may have a measure that will definitely guarantee an 
increased income to our cotton farmers and so that we 
may at the same time make provision to give advantage to 
that farm operator who farms his land with tenant families 
rather than to the landlord who forces his tenants on relief. 
If the Nation is to have buying power, the farm bill must 
guarantee a much higher price for a substantial portion of 
our cotton crop than we received this year. If the Govern
ment is to assist in bringing about this increased income it 
should be distributed to the largest possible number of family 
units. 

Think it over, my friends, and see if we cannot arrive at 
some measure whereby we can be sure that with the pa.ssage 
of this bill our farmers will get an increased income. Wben 
we have done that we will have rendered the greatest serv
ice that we can, not only to the South, not only to agricul
ture, but to the United States. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 

from Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK] such time as he may desire. 
Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I have listened 

with great interest to the impassioned speeches of the gen
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. BuRDICK] and the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. PoAGE]. I realize the perplexities of 
our situation now that we are attempting to better the lot of 
the dirt farmers, representing as they do so many millions 
of our people, and at the same time at this special session to 
better the lot of the great mass of unorganized labor, which 
is the hope of Members from the industrial sectiqns. 

My far-away Southwestern State of Ari20na is, after all, 
only a drop in the bucket in its productive capacity in farm 
output and is not highly industrialized, either; but I sincerely 
entertain a double hope that we can plan to do something by 
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way of wage and hour legislation that will increase the pur
chasing power, as my friend from North Dakota would have 
it, on the part of those unorganized in labor, and at the same 
time better the lot of the farming class, as my friend from 
Texas has just indicated. 

A witty Frenchman one time said, "All generalities are 
untrue, including this one." Somebody else said that you 
cannot indict a nation. I think we might also say of a 
bill so complex as this measure-touching all the agricultural 
interests of the Nation-that we cannot accurately say it is 
perfect or even that it is entirely good. I feel that there 
are some rank discriminations in this bill. I am inclined to 
favor it rather than something we might get in lieu of it, 
not being sure what we might get in lieu of it. However, 
I want to add my small voice to what has already been said 
in one respect by way of criticism, namely, the unfairness of 
this restrictive measure to irrigated areas in the West re
cently devoted to cotton. The State of New Mexico, a new, 
developing region, would suffer a 25-percent reduction under 
this measure; which is much more than the average reduc
tion for the entire Cotton Belt, according to the bill. The 
State of Arizona will receive, under this bill, twice the re
duction contemplated for the entire cotton area. The State 
of California will receive three times the reduction con
templated for the entire cotton area. 

So, Mr. Chairman, speaking for the whole Southwest in 
regard to the cotton farmers, I ask that this inequality be 
recognized and some remedy offered. We are willing to 
take the same average reduction that all other cotton lands 
must suffer, but two or three times the average reduction 
for us will be a death-dealing blow. 

These new lands in the far Southwest have been wrested 
from the desert at great sacrifice and -cost to courageous 
individuals. In much of this new land the Federal Govern
ment has a stake. It will not pay the Government, any 
more than it would be justice to the individuals, to throw 
these acres back into the desert. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LucEJ. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, my friend from North Dakota 
[Mr. BuRDICK] told the brethren present that there were 25 of 
them. I question his statistics. The last time I counted 
there were 32, but some have gone out since, which reminds 
me of the story of the Southern darkey who was sent out to 
count the chickens. He came back and said: "MasS31, there's 
29 of ··em. There's one other that runs 'round so fast I 
couldn't count him." So many Members have been running 
around since the figures were given by the gentleman from 
North Dakota that I cannot seriously question him; but there 
are other of his statistics I want to question, and I may take 
the opportunity in the course of the reading of the bill and 
the 5-minute debate to make you the speech that seems 
to be required. It will be a tandem speech, so to speak, parts 
of it tacked on sections as opportunity permits. I am telling 
you this so you can tell the rest of the Congress in order 
that they may be in attendance and hear these gems as 
they come along. 

In the course of them I may elaborate on some more of 
the statistics of my friend from North Dakota who tells 
us that there are 50,000,000 people in this country who are 
ill-fed, ill-clothed, and ill-housed. I thought that nobody 
could exaggerate more in this particular than the gentleman 
who originally gave out the statement that one-third of the 
American people are ill-clothed, ill-housed, and ill-fed. 
Now that our colleague gets it up to 50,000,000, I am wonder
ing whether I may not outdo him by saying that 125,000,000 
people in this country are ill-clothed, ill-housed, and ill-fed. 
There are those who possibly might say that we are all 
ill-fed down in the House Restaurant. [Laughter and ap
plause.] I may be .able to bring forward some evidence to 
that effect. 

I also want to call attention to the statistics of the 
gentleman from Alabama who, if I understood him right, 
said there never was a time when the farmers of our 
country were prosperous. Now, there was a time when all 

the people of the country were farmers; so he too may be 
indulging in hyperbole. I think that is the word for it, 
hyperbole. So, I do not know just where to stop. I may 
even agree that there has not for 900 or even 9,000 years 
been a time when anybody in the world was prosperous. 

These things, gentlemen, may intimate to you what is to 
follow. In the movies nowadays in between the more im
portant films there is shown a list of attractions to come, 
a tiresome list but doubtless good publicity; and so, even 
though I bore you with my announcement of things that 
are to come, yet as a matter of publicity, I ask you to tell 
other Members that somebody in the course of this pro
longed discussion will speak for 125,000,000 people, the 
consumers of the United states of America. 

They have had no defense. At least one word should be 
said in their behalf. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee 

do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. WARREN, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 8505) to provide for the conservation of national soil 
resources, and to provide an adequate and balanced flow of 
agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign com
merce, had come to no resolution thereon. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD and include therein 
the text of a short ·bill I have introduced, a.s well as a letter 
from the National Civil Service Reform League addressed 
to me. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the REcORD on the undistributed
profits tax. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly <at 5 o'clock and 
42 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, December 2, 1937, at 12 o'clock noon. 

CO:MMITI'EE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold a 
public hearing on H. R. 8532, to amend the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, to further promote the merchant marine policy 
therein declared, and for other purposes, in room 219, 
House Office Building, an Thursday, December 2, 1937, at 10 
a.m. 

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 

and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at 
10:30 a. m., on Thursday, December 2, 1937, for hearing on 
H. R. 8349, for executive consideration of cancelation of 
citizenship of certain naturalized persons. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
861. Under clause Z of rule XXIV a letter from the Secre

tary of War, transmitting a letter from the Chief of Ord
nance, United States Army, dated November 27, 1937, for
warding statements of the cost of manufactures at the 
armory and arsenals name4 therein, for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1937, was taken from the Speaker's table 
and referred to the Committee on Expenditures in the Exec
utive Departments. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 

RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. CROWE: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 7259. 

A bill to authorize the conveyance by the United States to the 
city of Ketchikan, Alaska, of a certain tract of land in the 
town site of Ketchikan; with amendment (Rept. No. 1647). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. BINDERUP: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 
7778. A bill to amend section 26, title I, chapter 1, of the 
act entitled "An act making further provision for a civil 
government for Alaska, and for other purposes," approved 
June 6, 1900; with amendment (Rept. No. 1648). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

Mr. MULS: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 7827. 
A bill to authorize public-utility districts in the Territory of 
Alaska to incur bonded indebtedness, and for other purposes; 
without amendment <Rept. No. 1649). Referred to the 
·House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 8561) to 

make crop, feed, and seed loans from the Farm Credit Ad
ministration refundable by 10-year installment contracts; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. LEA: A bill <H. R. 8562) to clarify the act aP
proved February 18, 1931 ( 46 Stat. 1171>, entitled "An act 
to provide for the deportation of aliens · convicted and sen
tenced for violation of any law regulating traffic in nar
cotics"; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 

By Mr. WALLGREN: A bill <H. R. 8563) to amend section 
13 of the act of March 4, 1915, as amended on June 25, 1936, 
entitled "An act to promote the welfare of American seamen 
i.n the merchant marine of the United States; to abolish ar
rest and imprisonment as a penalty for desertion and to se
cure the abrogation of treaty provisions in relation thereto; 
and to promote safety at sea"; to maintain discipline on 
shipboard; and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. _ 

By Mr. TOWEY: A bill (H. R. 8564) to establish a na
tional foundation for the purpose of promoting research 
i.nto the cause, prevention, methods of diagnosis and treat
ment of cancer, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HILL of Washington: A bill <H. R. 8565) defining 
the compensation of persons holding ·positions as deputy 
clerks and commissioners of United States district courts, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BACON: Resolution <H. Res. 365) authorizing an 
investigation and study of the broadcasting industry, of 
broadcasting in the United States, and of interstate and 
foreign communication by radio; to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. ALLEN of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 8566) granting an 

increase of pension to Mary R. Schreiber; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. EBERHARTER: A bill (H. R. 8567) for the relief 
of Margaret B. Nonnenberg; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania: A bill <H. R. 8568) grant
ing an increase of pension to Ida A. Shaffer; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LEA: A bill <H. R. 8569) for the relief of Filiberto 
A. Bonaventura; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat
uralization. 

By Mr. McFARLANE: A bill <H. R. 8570) for the relief of 
Friend John Root; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 8571) granting 6 months' pay to Mrs. 
Vallie M. Current; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. PATTON: A bill (H. R. 8572) for the relief of W. 0. 
West; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Georgia (by request) : A bill (H. R. 
8573) for the relief of the Georgia Marble Co.; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 8574) to cor
rect the military record of Edward Lasky; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. · 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
·Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
3472. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Petition of J. P. 

Montgomery, chief conductor, and C. W. McCaskill, secre
tary, Division No. 88, 0. R. C., Ennis, Tex., favoring the 
wage and hour bill and also the farm bill; to the Committee 
on Labor. 
· 3473. By Mr. LESINSKI: Resolution of the Michigan 
State Poultry Improvement Association, opposing regulation 
of hours and wages in hatchery operation except under that 
classification which shall apply to all agricultural labor; to 
the Committee on Labor. 

3474. Also, resolution of National Association of Letter Car
riers, Branch No. 1, Detroit, Mich., protesting against the 
passage of House bill 8065 and Senate bill 2875; to the Com
mittee on the Civil Service. 

3475. By ~:tr. WOLFENDEN: Petition of Matthew c. Bayes 
and others, of Chester, Pa., concerning House bill 2257; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 2, 1937 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, November 16, 1937> 

The senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of 
the recess. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. POPE, and by unanimouS consent, .the 

reading of the Journal of the proceedings of Wednesday, 
December 1, 1937, was dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. POPE. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The c1erk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 
Adams Davis King Pepper 
Ashurst Dieterich La Follette Pittman 
Austin Donahey Lee · Pope 
Bailey DuJiy Lodge Radcliffe 
Bankhead Ellender Logan Russell 
Berry Frazier Lonergan Schwartz 
Bilbo George Lundeen Schwellenbacb 
Borah Gerry McAdoo Sheppard 
Bridges Gibson McCarran Shlpstead 
Brown, Mich. G1llette McGill Smathers 
Brown, N.H. Glass McKellar Smith 
Bulkley Graves McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Green Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Burke Guffey Miller Townsend 
Byrd . Hale Minton Truman 
Byrnes Harrison Moore Tydings 
Capper Hatch Murray Vandenberg 
Caraway Hayden Neely Van Nuys 
Chavez Herring Norris Wagner 
Clark Hitchcock Nye Walsh 
Connally Johnson, Cali!. O'Mahoney Wheeler 
Copeland Johnson, Colo. Overton White 

· ~rr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr: HoLT], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
HUGHES], and the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REY
NOLDs] are absent from the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] is absent on 
important public business. 

T'ne Senator from Florida [Mr. ANDREWS], the Senator 
from Washington [1\fr; BoNE], and the Senator from lllinois 
£Mr. LEwiS] are unavoidably detained. 
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